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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In 1965 the State Leglslature of Utah approved a new
program which was designed to extend ths length and sffec-
tiveness of the school yeér in Utah. 1In essence, the program
consisted of 1ncreésed summer school opportunities for both
students and teachers. The Leglslature appropriated $800,000
to be allocated to the forty schocl districts of Utah on the
basis of a formula to be determined and enacted by the
State Board of Education. This money ‘was appropriated for -a
dval purpose. It was hoped: (1) that the school districts
would bte able to provide a broader scope of educational
experiences for summer school students, and (2) that they
would be able to employ a selected number of teachers both
for teaching and instructional imﬁfovement gcti&itiés.

During the summer months of 1965, thirty-seven of
Utah's forty school aistricts participated in thigrnew
program. The degree of participation varied; and the methods
of lmplementing the program were as individual as the
different school districts involveq. There wers only two

absolutely uniform features of all the summer programs:

(1) they were all partially or fully supported by State funds,

and (2) they all had a common goal: service to students.

They attempted to achieve this service both through direct
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teaching-learning situations and through planned activities
for the teachers which were designed for the improvement of

service to students during the regular school year.
I. THE PROBLEM -

The program has not been through two phases of 1its
development. It has passed through the stage in which it
was an idea to be studied, debated, and planned; and it has
passed through the stage where it became a reality to be used
and adépted. Now it has reached the point where it must be
examined in retrospect. It 1is possible to see what the
programs hoped to do and what they tried to do. It is now
time to gather and criticaliy examine all available data to

determine what they actually accomplished.

Statement of the problem. It was the purpose of this

LA ‘ﬁ&mw:.‘;,:}!-‘ o . T JeY

study to examine the state supported extended yesar and
summer school program as it functioned in the sfate of Utah
during the summer of 1965. This thesis was intended to be a
report rather than an evaluation, although recommendations
were made. The study attempted to provide facts, statistics,
opinlons, and information which would provide an objective
plecture for the use of the sducators and legislatérs of ﬁtah.
It was hoped that the information contained in this feport
woula enéble the legislators and educators to make well-

informed decisions concerning the future of summer school
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programs in Utah,

There were many questions which needed to be asked and
answered for the enlightenment of all concerned. Of course
the first concern of everyone involved was the welfare of the
children, and because of this concern, both the edqdétors and
legislators of our state needed clear ané accurate informa-
tion in order to function effectively. This thesis sought to
answer the following questions: '

1., " How was the appropriated money actually'spent?

2. How were educ;tional summer programs altered
because of this'money?-

3. Was more mdney needed?

L. Would 1less have sufficed?

5. What were the opinions of parents, students, and
teachers about thevprogfamz

6. Did administrators follow their proposed programs?

7. What unforeseen problems developed?

8. To what extent was the program in accord with
national and international trends in education?

Suggestions for lmprovement of the program were presented in
the recommendationé made in Chapter V.

In'addition to the specific report on the status of
Utah's summer program, this study attempted to answer the
foregoing questions by means of a review of pertinent litera-

ture. This review consisted of a condensation of the ideas




of other people who have theorized and experimehted with the

extended school year.
IT. DELIMITATIONS

This thesis was a study of the 1965 summer school
programs in the forty school districts of Utah which were
supported by fuﬂds made avallable for extended-year programs
by the 1965 Legislature. The program under consideration
Involved both elementary and secdndary scnools, and although
there were extensive summer programs in effect in state
supported colleges and universities, only those programs
provided by‘the forty Public School Districts of Utah were
included in this report. Thls study was intended to be
quantitative rather than qualitative 1in nature, and no
assessments or value judgments were intended or mades except
those which were implied in the recommendations. Essentially,
1t was refatively easy to maks an objective study because 1t
was largely formulated around statistics. However, a part
. of these statistics was taken from opinion surveys, and
there 1s an inevitable element of subjectivity involved when-

ever peopls are asked to express opinions and attitudes.
III. DEFINITION OF TERMS USED

The following terms were used in this thesis as defined

or explained below:

'
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Direct Teaching-learning

Direct teaching-learning is the face to face teaching
of students in an instructional program that has been
outlined and planned according to an approved course of

study.

In-service Training

Thé term in-service training includes the

. o » activities on the part of employed teachers that
contribute to thelr professional growth and qualifica-
tions, for example, travel, professional reading, par-
ticipation in supervisory and curriculum development
programs, and attendance at summer-session courses.

Curriculum Development

Curriculum development is

e o« o the systematic procedure of developing a suit+
able curriculum for a particular school or school
system, involving organization of working committees
under expert direction, the choice of general and specific
aims of instruction, the selection of appropriate
curricular materials, methods of instruction, and means
of evaluation, the preparation of officlal courses of
study, the trial and adoption of such courses of study,
and the provision for continuous, methodical study,
evaluation and improvement of the existing educational
program, ‘

Instructional Improvement Projects
The term instructional 1mpr6vement projects referred

to those summer activitles and projects which teachers -

loarter V. Good (ed.), Dictionary of Education (New
York: McGraw-Hill Company, 1959), p. 550.

21pid., p. 151




undertook in order to improve the quality of their teaching.

Make-up Class

A make-up class is "a class organized for pupils who
are behind in certain phases of their grade or course work

and who wish to overcome their deficiencies."3

Remedial Class

A remedial class is "a specially selected group of
pupils in need of more intensive instruction in :ome area in

education than is possible in the regular classroom.“u

Extended-year Programs

Extended-year programs are those which are offered in
addition to the regular (usually 180-200 days) school year
énd are designed to provide remedial, make-up, enriched, and

accelerated classes.
IV. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

In addition to the obviously most significant need of
providing enhanced educational opportunities to Utah's
students, the purpose of this study was to present a clear,
comprehensive, and accurate report of the 1965 extended-year
program to the next session of the Utah State Legislature,

The importance of this report is obvious. If the members of

31bid., p. 95. . 4Tbid., p. 96.




the Legislature are to acf as an informed body, they must
have an unbiased source of information. The legislators have
a tremendous responsibility to the taxpayers of Utah to make
sure that this money which has been appropriated for the
extended-year 1s being used to accomplish the goals which
were designated when the bill was passed. They need to know
how the plan which they proposed actually works so that they
can declide 1if further legislation and financial assistance 1is
needed.

In order to make sure that the legislators get this
type of information, both on this bill and others 1like 1it, a

law was passed which reads:

. On or before the 1lst day of October preceding each -
biennial session of the legislature the state supsrin-
tendent shall present to the governor a report of the
administration of the system of public instruction.
There shall be printed at least one thousand copies of
his report and the laws relating to the schools which
shall be distributed under his direction. The super-
Intendent in his report shall show:

(1) The amount of school revenue and 1ts general
condition as to sufficiency or insufficiency.
: - (2) A full statement of the condition and amount
of all fugds and property appropriated for educational
purposes, ' e

This study was designed to meet the requirements of section
two with respect to the extended-year program.

At the same time that this report 1is providing a

e State o ah Department of Public Instruction,
5Th Stat f Utah D t t of Public Inst ti

School Laws of the State of Utah (Salt Lake City: The .
Department, 1965), p. 10; citing Utah Code Annotated, 1953.




vital service for the leglslators of Utah, it also fills a
need for those educators who are involved in making the
extended-year plan operate effectively. The teachers and
administrators who participated in summer programs can bene-~
fit by seeing how thelr i{ndividual programs compared with
others. How many schools offered art classes? When
were classes held? Was ailr conditioning needed? Answers
to gquestions such as these can provide teachers and adminis-
trators with an opportunity to compare information with their
colleagues and benefit from the experlence of others. This
report also gave the teachers and admirnistrators an oppor-
tunity to let the legislators know their beliefs and convic-
tions concerning the controls instituted by tﬁe state, the
effectiveness of the pfogram, and thelr desires for the
future development Qf the extended-year.

It was hoped that through providing needed informa-.
tion this study could help both the legislators and educators
solve some of the complex problems which beset Utah's educa-

tional system.
V. METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The information contained in this study was obtained
from three major sources: (1) an oral i:verview with each
distriet superinﬁendent, (2) a personal visit to selected
schools; and (3) questionnaires which ﬁere distributed to a

random sample of parents,rstudents, and teachers,
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The first step in gathering the informstion used in:
this report consisted of an oral interview with each district
sgperintendent. The interview was given orally because it
was believed that in a face to face situation communication
would be improved. It was desired to accord the administra-
tors an 6pportun1ty to explain detalls and make any comments
which might be pertinent. The baslc question asked was:

"pre you following the program which you submitted?" - The
rest of the'inﬁerview was devoted to a specific examination
of the financing and miscellaneous details of local adminls-
tration of -this program.6

After each superintendent had been contacted, the
résearcher then made a personal visit'to'thifty-ohe secondary
and -twenty-five elementary schools which were participating
in the proposed program, The purpose of these visits was to
observe the plan in operation. During these visits notations
and observations were made of such things as the physical
plant, the type of classes being taught, the number aund

percentage of students in attendance, and the instructional

methods being used. At the same time several of the students

and teachers were interviewed informally; they were asked to
express opinions and attitudes about the summer program.

This pefsonal contact helped thée observer to visualize the

6See Appendix B, p. 115, for a sample 1nterviéw form,
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program in terms of concrete reality rgther,than an abstract
theory.7

The third and most comprehensive phase of gatheriug
data consisted of the formulation of questionnaires to be
given to a random sample of parents, students, and teachers.
The parent and student questlonnaires were distributed on
the following basis: In each instance half of the allotment
of students directly answered questionnaires and the parents
of the remaining half were asked to complete questionnaires.
Further, in the largest districts, those with 1,001 or more
students, were to question 5 per cent of the people involved;
the middle-sized distrlcts, those with between 201 and 1,000
students, were-to,question 8 per cent; and the small dis-
tricts, those with 200 or less enrolled, were to distribute
the questionnaire to 11 per cent of the students and parenis.
Teacher questionnaires were distributed as follows: iSOnpér
cent of the teachers in the largest districts were randomly.
sampled; 25 per cent of those in the middle-sized districts;
and 10 per cent of the teachers in the small districts were
given the questlonnaire. The student. population flgures=
were based upon the estimated summer school enrollment., In
order to insure that the questlonnaires would be distributed

randonly, they were sent to the district superintendents with

Tsee Table VIII, p. 786, for a 1list of the schools
visited.
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following instructions:

. Randomly select students from the summer
school students enrolled. One-half of these

v "
o~
e
e

students will answer only the student questionnaire. The
other half (__ students) are asked to take a parent
questionnaire home to be completed by parents. An
example is given to clarify this procedure.

Example: If your district were to have 200 students in
. the summer school program and you were to
receive a total of 10 student and parent ques-
tionnaires, these questionnaires would be -~
distributed as follows: PFirst, identify every
tenth student enrolled to be a participant. .
Twenty students would thus be identified.

. Second, every other student of the twenty.
jdentified would fill out a student question-
naire.. Third, the remaining alternate students
would take home a parent questionnaire for
parent completion. St

VI. ORGANIZATION

The remainder of the thesis was organized as follows:

- CHAPTER

II. Review of the Literature

III. The Proposed Utah Program

IV. The Program in Action

-V. Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations -
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CHAPTER 1II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Since 1904 when the extended school year was intro-
duced into the American school, it has been a subject of con-
siderable controversy and debate. There was a period between
1910 and 1930 when the various versions of the extended
school year received a great deal of attention; then, inter-
est seemgd to lag for a pgriod. It took the population
explosibh following the Seéond World War and the increased
tensiohg and pressures of the ildeological struggle with
Russia to make the American.public conscious once again of
the need for consideration of the extended school year.‘
During the years 1955-65 the extended year once again
entered the forefront of projects which were being considered
as possible solutions to educational problems.

As would be expected, there 1is an extensive supply of
written material available on the subject of the extended
school year, However, there are two main drawbacks which
one encounters when searching for information: (1) the mate-
rial avallable 15 extremely repetitious, and (2) it tends to
ve theoretical rather than. experimental and general rather
than specific. Large numbers of people have ideas and
opinions on the subject of the extended school year, but very

few have had any practical experience. Hack commented on
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this problem by saying that although extended-year programs
have been controversial, there has been a "dearth of rigorous
research" on the subject, and as a result, almost everything
written comes under the heading of "theorizing."l

The explanation for apathy about the extended school
year was simpie. On one haqd, there was currently a critlcal
need for improved educational programs, and the extended-year
offered one rather obvious potential solution, but on the
other hand, testing any year-round program would have probably
required such drastic changes and reorganization that few
school systems were desperate enough to eXperimént with such

a major break with tradition. In his article, "The Length

of the School Day and the School Year," Oldham remarked that

a major deterent to even considering the use of an extended ;
year is that most administrators would rather feel secure
than daring: they "cherish the tried and true predetermined
school calendar."?2 Educators have been willing to try new

jdeas and methods but only if these innovations fall within

the range of the traditional school calendur. Fawcett

summed the situation up nicely when he sald:

PO RS A

lya1ter G. Hack, "Year-Round School: A Review Essay,”
Theory into Practice, 1:173, June, 1962, '

o 2Frpancis H. 0ldham, "The Length of the School Day and
“ the School Year," The Bulletin of the National Association
of Secondary-School Principals, L16:19L, September, 1962,




. « . However we have only aimed at performing better
those tasks which we have already been doing with a
reasonable degree of competency. We have looked with
interest at teaching devices but we have been reticent
to 1ift our vision beyond the questionable securlty of
the winter-time classroom in a genuine effort to
determine whether or not there are new, effective ways of
accomplishing our mission.
Because of the limited amount of factual information avail-
able, almost any conclusions drawn from the review of litera-

ture must be relegated to the level of opinion.
I. DEVELOPMENT OF THE TRADITIONAL CALENDAR

Before beginning a review of plans to change the
length of the school year, perhaps it would be éppropriate
to make a statement concerning the development of the present
school calendar. The nine-month calendar was adopted during
the time when the American soclety was basically agrarian.
Rural 1life dominated the American scene, and the role of the
children on the farm was a vital one. They helped with the
planting, cultivation, and harvesting of crops; they did work
which could not have been done without them., However, thils
situvation has changed so radically that now only a small pro-
portion of the population is actually involved in growing
food, and for that minority, work has become increasingly

mechanized., There is no longer any economic reason why

3Novice G. Faweett, "A New Challenge to Education,"
Theory into Practice, 1:128, June, 1962.
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children should uhave a three-month vacatlion, but in épite of
the fact that the necessity has disappeared, the niﬂe-ﬁonth
calendar has become a ueeply ingrained American folkway,

Many educators, such as Sarner and Hamann, have pointed
out that this tradition is not, in and of itself, a valid
reason for maintaining the status quo. In an article
entitled "Why 180 Days of School?" Sarner systematically
showed how we arrived at 180 days as the "magic" numler by a
process of elimination. He sald that our calendar is a
result of simple arithmetic and a long summer vacation and
that "education cannot defend the position it has assumed -
In regard to the length of the school year."h Hamman made a
reléted statement when he sald: "'Traditional ruts' such as
the 180 day schéol year obviously are not sacrosanct, and-
certainly were not set up because of sound psychological or

educational research."’ It is becoming increasingly clear

that in the future the length of the schocl year 1s going to

]
|
.
|

be determined by a more loglical criterion than tradition.
The next question is: "Why should the school calendar
be altered?" As was mentioned previously, 1t took the

stimulus of two strong sets of pressures to bring the idea of

bpavia Sarner, "Why 180 Days of School?" The Clearin
g
House, 3l1:181, November, 1959.

SHenry A. Hamann, "A Break-Thru of Tradition, Wiscon-
sin Journal of Education,"9l:16, February, 1962,




forced to attend in double shifts for the remainder of the
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the extended year back into prominencg. First, the popula-
tion explosion following the Sécond World War created an
inevitable shortage of classrooms, And second, the ideo-
logical struggle with Russia made it clear that survival
would depeﬁd on our ability to develop and maintain a rapidly

expanding fund of technological knowledge.

II. THE EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR AND THE
GROWING POPULATION
The first stimulus, the population explosion, created

problems which were largely a matter of finance. Many
communities could not.possibly afford a building program
which would be extensive enough to meet their needs. 1In
searching for a solution to thelr problems, some of these
communities considered increased use of existing facllitles
as an answer, It seemed 1llogical to allow the school

building to-be unused for three months when students were

year. Plans for the extended year which were developed

solely out of economic necessity were usually formulated as

temporary solutions to unfortunate problems.

III. THE EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR AND IMPROVED
EDUCATION
The reasoning behind the creation of extended-year

programs which resulted out of the "cold war" situation was
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of an entirely different nature., Hechinger aptly expressed
this new line of reasoning when he said:

e o« » For the first time the realization has dawned
on the country as a whole--on editorial writers as well
as on the great mass of citizens--that learning is no
luxury. Schools have become a symbol of survival.
Quality of education and the search for talent have
turned into National Priority Number One.6

Russia obviously placed, and places, tremendous value upon
éducation, and it has not taken Americans long to realize
that drastic measures are needed if "Johnny" is going t

<

keep up with "Ivan."

As time goes by, this "cold war" keeps expanding;'and
as 1t expands, the pressures mount. Now Americans‘ére
engrossed in a space race which further dramatizes the ne;d
for more and better education. Demands for quantities of
specific knowledge have become an lntegral part of our
society. In the article, "The Many Faces of the Twelve-
Month School," McIntosh pointed out that not only is the
"level of skill" rising, but also the ability required to-
understand everyday happenings is increasing tremendously.z
Children are growing up amidst a technological expansion
which staggers the imagination., It is their right to have
an education which will make it possible for them to live

bpred M. Hechinger, "The Pro and Con of Year-Round
School," Parents' Magazine, 33:35, January, 1958,

Ty. R. MeIntosh, "The Many Faces of the Twelve-Month
School," Illinois Education, L9:395, May, 1961.
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in, and perhaps improve, their world. In order to do this,
they will need all the knowledge, skills, and understanding
which they can obtain,

‘Thg need for'classfoom spaée and the pressures caused
by world tension brought the 1déa of the extenrded year to
the foreground of éducational thought, but thése are not the
only factors which currently motivate those educators who are
working for the adoption of some form of the extended year,
In addition to the drawing cards of additional time and

space, there are also the considerations of the effects on

:
§
:

the professional status of teachers which the extended year

would have,

IV. EFFECTS OF THE EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR ON
TEACHER STATUS
One of the major problems which besets education
systems throughout the country is drawing high caliber per-
sonnel into th9 teaching profession., The core of this
problem is usually identified as the notorlously low salaries
which teachers receive. Educators in favor of the extended
year maintain that if teaching were more than a part-time
job, salaries would have to be increased, and as a result,
professional status would rise. They point out the: .t is
highly improbable that large numbers. of ;ntelligent people

will choose a profession which forces them to seek summer




19
employment as waltresses and construction workers. In recog-
nition of this need for higher professional standards, a
group of teachers in Pennsylvania decided to take an initial
step by signing a pledge which committed them to teaching as
a full-time job.8 For teachers, some form of the extended

year will probably become a necessity.

V. THE AASA PROPOSALS FOR THE EXTENDED
SCHOCOL YEAR
Having made these general comments on the basic

reasons why the extended year 1is being considered, the next
steb is to enumerate and explain the most significant of the
extended-year plans which have been proposed., Of course,

- an infinite variety of programs has been suggested at one
time or another, but almost all of the plans can be placed
into one of four bvasic categories. The American Assoclation
of School Administrators (AASA) has published a pamphlet
entitled Year-Round School. In 1t they outline, define, and

explain these four main variations of the exterided year,
The Association gives the four programs the following titles:
A Staggered Quarter for All; a Full }8-Week School Year for

All; A Voluntary Summer Program; A Summer Program for

8w1111am.Bruce, "Better Teachers; Better Fay," The
American School Board Journal, 149:29, October, 196l.
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Professional Personnel.9 For the remainder of this theslis

these titles will be used to describe the various programs.,

VI. A STAGGERED QUARTER FOR ALL

The most frequently proposed of the four programs is a
staggered quarter for all. The érux of this proposal is that
the yeér will be divided into four quarters, and the stﬁdents
will attend three of these four quarters. “But instead of
having all the children in school during the same three
quarters, the vacation periods will be rotatad so that
there will always be one-fourth.of the student body desig-
nated on an imposed three-month vacation.ﬂ This means that
some of the children will have thelr vacations in the winter,
some in the fall, and so ca. This plan would allow teachers
to be employed oh a year-round basis 1f they so desired., The
entire school year would consist of about forty-eight weeks
with thirty days left for vacations. The American Associa-

tion of School Administrators provided the following.chard

as an illustration:lo

A N G N A O Lt A i
' " A

4 american Association of School Administrators,
3 Xgarzgound School (Washington: American Association of
; Sohool Administrators, 1960), pp. L-5.

101b14., p. 7.




A STAGGERED YEAR SCHEDULE

12 ¥eoeks 12 Wssks~ 12 Weeks 12 Weeks
Croup A vacation
Group B " vacation
Group C vacation
Group D ' vacation

Advantages of a Staggered Quarter
Cor

The staggered quarter 1is -almost élways offered as a
solu?ion to economic diffizulties because, at least on the
surface, it sppears that 25 per ceant more children can be
educated for abtout the same smount ¢f money. The advantages
usually given are as follows: _

1. Each child attends school for tbe usual émount of
time, but 25 per cent more childrén can be educated without
increasing the number of buildings, teachers, or playgrounds.

2. Double shifts and the shorter days which accdmpany
them wonld be eliminated., Lombardi, who reported on a study
by a Los Angeles committee which was considering the
staggered quarter, stated that

¢« « o the adoption of all-year school would benefit

6 per cent of the elementary, 12 per cent of the junior
high, and 8 per cent of the high school students, Halif-

day sessions could be eliminated in 20 per cent of the
elementary schools . . . .1l

ronn Lombardi, "The Los Angeles Study of Year-Round
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3. The status of the teaching profession would rise
pecause of the possibility of full-time work.

. There would'be less turnover in the teaching
profession,

5. There would be less need for new buildings and
equipmentf 7

6. Students could graduate on schedule.

Cox, who reported a study by a consultant firm on a
practical solution to the'Utaﬁ'school problem using the
staggerad quarter summarized |

. . . while the proposed educational plan would presznt

new problems in planning, in scheduling and in adminis-
tration, these are basically problewms of ad justment to a
new system %o break with traditilon,

Gonsidered by itself, this list of advantages is
quite impressive, but when a comparative 1list of dlsadvan-
tageé is 1ncluded, the picture changes.

Disadvantages of a Staggered
Quarter for A1l

1. One of the most difficult problems created by the
staggéred quarter is that of family vacation scheduling.
People with two or more children would have to have thelr

children's vacatlions come at the same time or else it would

Operation,”™ Theory into Practice, 1:132, Junse, 1962,

12E. R, Cox associates, "A practical solutlon to the
Utah School Problem,;" July 20, 196L. (Typewritten,)
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be virtually impossible for them to take vacations together.
In addition, it has become a cultural pattern to have large
amounts of free time in the summer. Who wants to take a
vacation in March? If parents were allowed to declide, it
seems probable that almost everyone would choose the warm
months, and 1if the school administrators arbltrarily set up
the distribution, thers would Inevitably be large groups of
dissatisfied parents.

2, Only if the number of students enrolled can be
divided by four can this plan operate without serious educa-
tional implications for the students concerned. This not
only creates complex problems of reglstration and curriculunm
development, but 1t also makes it virtually impossible for
the plan to operate effectively in a school which has small
enrollments. The Research Division of the National Educa-
tion Association explained the problem in this manner:

Optimal conditions must prevaill for the theoretical

economy to become fully operative, and optimal condl-
tions are not often present. If a school 1s overcrowded,
the all-year plan can help to ease the load: But the
full savings can be obtained only if the number of
pupils can be divided exactly by four so that a capacity
load will be in attendance every quarter, The loads
must be exactly divisible by three so that each quarter
the pupils in attendance use every room to capaclty.

Unused classrooms or teachers wigh substandard loads
reduce the theoretical economy.

13yational Education Assoclation, Research Division
The All-Year School (Washington, D.C.: National Education

Associaticna, 1958), p. 10.
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3. A third perplexing problem is the scheduling of @
extra;curricular sctivities. Should the whole football team ;
automatically be registered for the fall term, the baskesthall r ‘

players in the winter, and track team members in the spring?
And will the debators, the band members, and the scholars
all be allowed to attend school during appropriate seasons?
Once again the question of how to decide who attends school
at what time poses complex problems.

i. Another administrative drawback which McIntosh
pointed out is that there would have to be four distinct
periods‘of reorganization.lh This means that the children
would have to adjust to new classes, classmates and tsachers

four times instead of once, and much time would be lost just

in getting the classes functioning smoothly. Furthermore,
the four upheavals would probably call for an increase in the .
administrative staff and thus cut down on some of the sug-

gested economy.

5., A fifth problem concerns what should be dor{a with

those pupils who are out of school in fall, winter, and 2
spring. Many educators project that these unusual vacation §
periods might result in an increased amount of juvenilo g
delinquency because there are few communities with récrea-

tional facilities which operate during the conventional school

liMeIntosh, op. cit., p. 393.
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year., It is obvious that families and communities would

~have to devise programs which would take the place of summer

camps, summer work experience, and other recreational and
vocational services,

6, Winther in his article "Longer School Year Data
Inconclusive" commented on a sixth problem which results from
15 It 1s safe to

assume that unless many school buildings were air conditioned

‘the heat would be so oppressive as to cause considerable dis-

comfort to teachers and students., If the children were
sleepy and uncomfortable, it is probable that 1little learning
would take place. Thils means that in most states extensive
air conditioning systems would have to be installed, and,
thus, more of the proposed savings would be eliminated.

7. A seventh problem results from the fact that in
order to get the program started, many students would have to
attend school for over a year without a vacation, =
- 8, Iipson, in an editorial entitled "The Dilemma of
the Year-Round School," pointed out two more flaws which
plague the staggered quarter.l6 The first, and less serious

of these 1s that many students would graduate at odd times

15A. I. Winther, "Louger School Year Data Inconclu-
sive," Wisconsin Journal of Education, 96:20, Janmuary, 196L,

16Sh1rley Lipson, "The Dilemma of the Year-Round
School," Theory into Practice, 1:123, June, 1962.
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and have long waits before they could enter college., The
second and more perplexing problem is created by the tremen-
dous mobility of our population. TUnless schools all over the
nation were involved, there would be adjustment problems for
students transferring into and out of schools using the
staggered programn.

9. Although there is no additional strain on pupils,
many educators, such as Winther, feel that the additional
lords on the teachers mlight cause excessive strain, 17 It has
also been pointed out that if teachers are allowed to teach
all four quarters, teaching might deteriorate because of
lack of time for travel, extensive preparation, or additional
college work,

10. The last, and pefhaps the most significant,
criticism made of the staggéred quarter for all systems 1is
that i% actually represents no economic advantages, and 1if
this accusation is accurate, then there 1s really no point
in using the system. Lipson commented that "economic gains
are not usuvally cited by persons familiar with school
finance," and she went on to mention that those persons who
are thoroughly acquainted with the economics involved in
running a school "discount such supposed advantages rather

quickly."l8 For 1nsfance, James stated that "any effort to

1Myinther, op. clt., p. 20

18Lipson, op, cit., p. 122.
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reduce the per capita cost of capital investment 1s over-
balanced by the L or 5 fold increase in the cost of personal
services."l9 Facilities and supplies wear out more quickly
through constant use; buses have to run year-round, and
teachers' salaries have to be Increased. Moon also mentioned
that painting and‘repairing of bulldings would have to be
done at night or on week-ends, and as a result, costs would
rise.20 Add to this the cost of air conditioning and the
supposed economies may well disappear. |

Experiments with the Staggered
Quarter

‘ So far, the discussion of the staggered quarter for
all has been largely theoretical. However, it is possible to
discuss this program on a more concpete basis because }t has
actually been tried in a few places, and several other
districts have investigated the possiblility of adopting 1t
quite thofcughly. In his report about the Los Angeles study
of the staggered system Lombardi mentioned that the program
is not new, It was first tried in Bluffton, Indiana in 190l.
"Since then," Lombardi said,

all educational levels in about fifteen school systems
have been involved in some form of all-year plan, but

'I9Thoﬁés James, "Is Year-Round School Operation
Economical?" Theory into Practice, 1l:141, June, 1962.

2059mes V. Moon, "The Extended School Year," Educa-
tion, 8;:557, May, 196i.
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usually less than one-half of the schgols in any one
system have been induced at one time,

Some of the places wﬁich:have tried the plan are: Omaha,
Nebfaska; Albuguerque, New Mexico; Ardmore and Tulsa, Okla-
homa; Amarillo and El Paso, Texas; and Ambridge and Aliquippsa,
Pennsylvania. All of these places have since abandoned the
plan, Among tﬁe most frequently given‘feasons are: | |
(1) difrficulty 6f maiﬁtaiﬁg the physical plant; (2) parental
objections; and (35 cost, | A

In addition to these school districts théh have
actually tried the staggered system, there have been several
districts which have made quite thorough investigations. 1In
1962, the Féirfield Citizen School Study Council, Connectlicut,
made a study and decided that any possible econoﬁic advan-
ﬁégés would be outweighed by_social and administrative

drawbacks.22 In 1957 Atlanta also carried out extensive

research and found that the savings involved would be so
small as to be 1nsign1ficant. Falton and DeKalb, Georgila,
also decided that a four-quarter plan would cost more than

constructing new buiidings.23 Finally, the Los Angeles

21t ombardi, op. cit., p. 132.

22pmerican Association of School Administrators,
op. cit., p. 11,

23National Education Association, Research Division,
NEA Research Memo (Washington, D.C.: The Association, 196L),
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study concluded that the plan would meet with too much
public resistance and create too many administrative

prdblems.ah The results of all the information gathered from
theorizing, research, and actual experimentation can be

summed up in the simple statement that the staggered quarter

for all has been uniformly rejected.

VII., A FULL L48-WEEK SCHOOL YEAR FOR ALL

The American Association of School Administrators
gives the following explanation of the full L8-week school

year for all:

A full L8-week school year in which students attend
four quarters of approximately 12 weeks each. Approxi-
mately four weeks will be left for vacation in this plan
of operation. This vacation will 1likely be distributed
among appropriate times throughout the year such as the
Christmas and Easter holiday seasons and other periods
that may be set up in the school calendar. This type
of program glves students an opportunity to accelerate
and complete four years of work in three years, or to
take additional courses. TUnder this type of
organization, teachers work 18 weeks wit? approximately
30 days for vacation, and so do pupils.2

The reasons which motivate the suggestion of this
plan are not primarily economic in nature. It 1s universally
agreed that this plan would cost the taxpaysers more, but in

return, it hopes to give the children a better education.

2ht,ombarai, op. cit., p. 132.

?5émerican.Association of School Administrators, op.
011:0’ po L .
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This plan has received quite a lot of attention for the
simple reason that many educators have predicted thathmeri-
can education will evolve to a forty~elght-week year anyway.
James pointed out that prior to World War I the school cal-
endar was less than 160 days, and the trend is to gnedually
add days as the years go by.26 In fact, several schools in
New York state will experiment with lengthening the school
year by remaining open 210 to 215 days. Reginning in 196l,
several schools will participate in a three-year controlled
experiment which will try to test the effectiveness of
different aspects of the extended year.27

Advantages of a i8-week School
.Year

. For the most part the advantages of a forty-eight-

week year are obvious:

1. Pupils could more easily repeat grades failed.

2. Gifted’children could complete their elementary-
secondary education in nine'years. This would allow future
doctors and other professional people to eomplete thelr
educations while they are still young. |

3. The professional status of teachers would rise.

ly. Teachers would get to know students better. Joseph

26James, op. c¢it., p. 141,

2TRobert F. Willlams, "Lengthening the School Year,"
Virginia Journal of Education, 57:7, October, 1963,
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O'Rourke argued that the extended year would promote "teach-
ing with greater care and depth".and would allow for "more
time for gathering data regarding child development."a&

5, -There would be more time to teach the knowledge
and skills necessary for modern living.
‘ 6. .McIntosh believed that this system would eliminate
much. of the reteaching which comes at the end of every
summer.29 ' - .-
*Disadvantagés'6f‘§'u8-§eek
School year T 4 ' |

. The disadvantages of the forty-elght-week school &egr

are not quite. so serious as those of the staggered quarter;.
nevertheless, there is still strong resistance to this
program from both teachers and the public in general.

1. The plan 1s expensive.

2, .Students who graduate after nine years are too
young t& adjuséffo college or regulaf éﬁployment. Williams
cited Packeft,ttﬁé Aésistadﬁ to the Richmond:supérintepdent
of Schools, aéléafing‘"part of education lies in maturing.30

3. A poll taken by The Nation's Schools shows that

two-thirds of the administrators polled were against all-year

schools., - ThQSe'profess;onal educators were against the plan

- "2830seph C'Rourke, "The Extended School Year: A
Teacher's View," Theory into Practice, 1:167, June, 1962,

29Mthtosh, op. c¢it., p. 303..
30williams, op. clt., p. 7.
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because "teachers nsed a breather."3l

i, Many peopls bslieve that long summer vacations
give children an opportunity for learning experiences which
are more significant than those which they can obtain in
school. Bullock said: "Summer is the time when a multitude
of non-school agencies make available to youth, educational
experiences inestimable in value." " He lists such activitiles
as athletic leagues, outdoor activities, travel, and experi-
ences which create links betwsen parents and children.32
Caughey supported him by saying: "A child needs to lsarn to
1ive and share with his own family," and she feels that
summer is the ideal time for this experience.33

5. Hanson, the superintendent of schools in Rock

Island, Illinois, had perhaps the most original reason for
objecting to the extended year. He argued:

Automation is no joke. . . . That being true, why not
teach children how to live with hard work for nine
months and with healthful recreation, wise use of mind,
and satisfying hobby activities for three months? . . .

Leave the school year at nine months with the added idea
that learning should go on until we die.3

311p11-Year School Can Wait," The Nation's Schools,
73:8ly, March, 196lk.

32Robert Bullock, "Some Cultural Implications of
Year-Round Schools," Theory into Practice, 1:151, June, 1962

33Dporothy Caughsy, "Sound Offl A Twelve-month School
Program Should Be Put into Effect," The Instructor, 69:8,
March, 1960.

34gar1 H., Hanson, "what About Twelve-Month Schcols?"
Education, 8L:382, January, 196L.
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VIII. A VOLUNTARY SUMMER PROGRAM~

Year-Rouid School contains the followling description

of thils progran:
<
.+« o A regular 36- to lj0-week program with 2 summer
program varying in length from four weeks to 12 weeks.
The regular-program runs in the conventional manner with
a- conventional curriculum. Some opportunities are
:provided for remedial and makeup work in the summer
. school program; but major emphasis is usually placed on
‘course offerings and experiences above and beyond what
is offered during the regular term, such -as advanced
courses in science, mathematics, literature, social
studies, music, drama, arts and crafts, personal typing,
special vocational expsriences, and physical educatlon.
This typé of program 1s used to supplement the regular -
36-wesk session. TFaculty members could serve in the
summer program as a matter of choice, or the full faculty
could be used with staggered assignments, with some being
permitted to do professional production work, to travel,
or to attend summer school.3 35

This plan is generally thought to be the most acoept-
able of the programs whioh plan for longer attendance on the
part of students because it allows for mors and better educa-
tion on a strictly voluntary basis. "There is a strong. .
precadent for summer school for slow learners, but now noet
schools are beginning to add accelerated and enrichment‘
classes which bring opportunities for educational experi-
ences, "3 Summer school can potentially offer such a variety
of educational sxperiences that 1t becomes relatively easy to

meet the needs of almost every student.

35American Association of School Administrators, op.
cit., p. 1l.

36w1nther, op. cit., p. 20,
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IX. A SUMMER PROGRAM FOR PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

The American Assoclation of School Administrators

gives this explanation of the plan:

L

. . . A regular 36- to LO-week program for students

with the faculties serving an additional 10-12 weeks or a
reasonable proportion thersof with assignments devoted
to improving the program of services to students during
the coming year. Faculty members would be assigned to
summer workshops, special summer work in univeresities,
curriculum studies, the preparation of special materials
for instruction, and similar activities,

The unusual featuée of this plan is that it involves
the students only indirectly. As this plan was described,
only teachers attend school the fourth quarter, This, of
course, allows them to be employed on a full-time basis, but
causes no disruptions in patterns of family and community
1ife. For those who advocate thils plan the big drawing card
1s the possibility of improved education through improved
educators, techniques, curricula and materials. Many edu-
cators feel that this plan offers a feasible key to making
teaching more professional, to drawing high caliber person-
nel, to finding professional stability, and to making optimum
use of the students' time.

Nesbitt, who sald that good teaching depends on good

preparation, saw summer professional programs as the answer

to an age-o0ld dilemma:

37émerican Association of School Administrators, op.
cit., p. 5. —-
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. s » Historically, the teacher, upon.graduation from
the accepted training program, was assumed to be prepared
to teach forever:. Those who found they were not pre-
pared probably assumed their condition to be unique;
therefore a great deal of gidnight oil was consumed .in
an affort to "save face."3

3 Later,-he satd that these programs will shift part of the
burdsn of making sure that a teécher's:prepéraﬁidn is |

adequate to the administration ratﬁer than the individual

teacher.39

In recognition of the worth of this additional prepara-
3 ' tion, ﬁahy school systems are setting up "career" teaching

programs, Under these programs the teachers are hired for

N C
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eleven months of the year, and their salariés'are increased

accordingly. During the summer months the§ usually rotaﬁe:

between such activities as in-service training, traveil,

5. summer teaching, and college attendancse.

One of these "carser" plans is currently in operation

in Glencoe, Illiﬁois. Wenger described it as an "in;ser#ice
program designed to promote growth in teacher competence and

provide snrichment and speclal help."uo All teachers are

‘ 384111iam 0. Nesbitt, "The Extended Year for Teachers
3 to Plan and Prepars," California Journal of Secondary
] Education, 35:257, April, 1960.

391b1i4.

hOMarjorie Wenger, "Glencoe's Sﬁmmer Program Has Two
Aims: Competence and Enrichment," The Nation's Schools, 6l:
58, October, 1959, .
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automatically career teachers. New teachers are required to

participate in in-service training {mmediately, and experi-

enced teachers are required to participate one year in every
four. The administrators at Glencoe believe that in-service
training is an important bridge in the gap batween college
and the first year of teaching. “Wenger commented that this
orientation provides two important services for the new
teachers: (1) it gives them a sense of belonging, and

(2) it gives them the security of knowing what to expect.hl
For the experisnced teacher the following beneflts were
1listed: (1) time to prepare, (2) increased competence, and

(3) personal growth.LL2

£. A POSSIBL: COMBINATION

At a glance it is obvious that two of thése programs,
A Voluntary Summer Program and A Summer Preogram for Profes-
sional Personnel, could quite easily be comblned into one
plan, The objectives of the two programs are such that it
would be possible for students %> receive the full benefit
of summer school, and at the same time, teachers could be
gaining experience, planning for the future, ~nd producing
and reviewing new sducational materials. For instance, the

3 teachers who are receiving in-service training need experience

3 blrpig,, p. 61. h2Tbid., p. 59.
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with accelsrated as well as remedial classes, and summer
school provides an 1deal opportunity. Since the suggested‘
jummer program is "voluntary" it is probable that the
énrollment figures would never be as extsnsive as those
during the regular year, and as a result, part of the faculty
could be fraed for advanced college work, travel, or
ecurriculum development without upsetting the operation of the

summer school, In recognition of this possibility it is

interesting to note that the American Association of School
Administrators hinted at the combination when, at the end -of
their description of the Voluntary Summer Program they men-
tioned:
« o o Faculty members could serve in the summer pro-
gram as a matter of choice, or the full faculty could
te used with staggered assignments, wi* some being per-

mitted to do professional production w to travel,
or to attend summsr school.lt3 '

XI. SUMMARY

" Through this explanation of the four basic programs
which ars usually proposed, it 1s possible to ses that the
many sides of the question make the extended year a difficuit
subject to discuss. As McEntire said:

e « o The wide ramifications of the issus are an
obstacle to communicative discussion, Tor persons

‘ 43american Association of School Administrators, op.
cit., p. 11. ' :
210
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debating the question often seem to talk past each other,

addrﬁﬁsing themselves to different facets of the prob-

lem.
The only logical conclusion which can be reached as a result
of this shmﬁarykis that more research needs to be dons,
Winther stated: "The next logical step is a2 more sophisti-
catedg;ethod of inquiry;" we need "controlled expefimental
investigations bullt upon precise design to permit the gather-
ing of answers to specific qy.es‘t;i.ons."h5 This, of course,
will réqﬁire the combined efforts and co-operation of
educators and the public.

In essence, this thesis was formulated to'gather

scme of these answers to specific questions which Winther
suggéstéd.i It was hoped that through a carefully designed
investigation of Utah's summer program, infofmation'dould be
obtained which would make a significant contribution to the
body of knowledge which has already been a;bpmulated concern-
ing the extended year, As a starting point,‘Chapter ITIT will
contain a'déscription of the brogram which the Législature

prdposed;

uuDavid McEntire, "The Academic Year: Nine Months or
Twelve," American Association of University Professors'-.

Bulletin, 119:360, December, 1963.
b5winther, op. cit., p. 20,




CHAPTER III
UTAH'S PROPOSED PROGRAM FOR EXTENDED EDUCATION

The extended schocl year program which was adopted in
the state of Utah in 1965 was a combination of a voluntary
summer program and a summer program for professional person-
nel. Although summer schools had existed in Utah for many.
years prior to this legislative action, they had been almost
entirely devoted to make-up and remedial work. The signifi-
cant difference between these conventional summer schools
and the type proposed by the iegislature consisted of a
radically expanded range of services.?!

As was mentioned earlier, the legislation allowed
that this expanded service to students could come in either,
or both, of two ways: first, through direct teaching-
learning situation for students during the suvmmer months; and
second, through teachers' summer activities which were
designed for the improvement of services to students during
the regular school year.

Under the first division, direct teaching-learning

LA . P o T 4T

s . .17he informaticn used-in:this :chapter was obtained
principally from a description of the leglislation published
by the State Department of Public Instruction, Administra-
tion Standards and Procedures for Implementing Stafte Board of

Educatlon Pollcles Tor Extended Year and Summer School
Programs in School Districts In Utah (Salt Take City:
Department of Public Instructlon, 1965).
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situations, the motivating goal was to extend learning
opportunities and to meet the needs of youngsters not met
during the regular school year program, There are many

ways in which this goal could be attained. Among those
which were suggested by the State Board of Education were
such activities as% regular courses,; enrichment courses,
make-up work, remedial and special educatioqhglasses,
advanced or accelerated classes, field tripsi workshops, and
summer camps. In short, the proposed progfam:was seeking to
provide opportunities for exploration and experimentation in
special interest areas, depth and breadth in course work, anc.

assistance for speclal needs.
I. EDUCATION FOR TEACHERS

Under the second category, teachers' summer actlvities
other than those directly involving stuvdents, the proposed
program suggested that such activities as the followlng be
included: preparing materials for instruction; writing
curriculum materials; study guides and units for teaching;
surveying new instructional materials and eqﬁipmenn; review-
ing evaluative procedures; selecting textbooks and other
materials; dolng research; céfrelating curriculum throughout
the various grades; producing TV and radio programs; pre-
paring tapes and other audio-yisual alds and devices; galning
new insights into how children learn; and participating in

district sponsored in-service development programs in fields

waP - L T Seentalihy WY C AT
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related to teaching assignménts.‘

o

II, REQUIRED DISTRICT PROPOSALS

In order to obtaln funds and program approval, each
school district was required to submit a plan to the State
School Office. This plan was to consist of a standard form
and a written description of each district's individual
program, In the instructions given to each district, the
‘State Board of Educatlion endeavored to maks 1t clear that
the required forms were meant to serve as gulde 1lines around
which the separate districté could formulate programs which
would meet local needs and condifions. The State Board of
Education hoped to encourage creativity and imagination in
the development of the individual programs,

The framework which "he State Board of Education pro-
vided for the districts was set up in the form of eight

standards and twenty-two recommendations.:- In order to have :

Its program approved each district was required to meet all
the standards and as many of the recommendations as was
practicable, The remainder of this chapter will consist
primarily of a listing of these standards and recommenda-

tions.
III., STANDARDS TO BE MAINTAINED

A. Standard No, l--Teacher Certification and Selec-
tion




C.

a2 b D SO LT R A S Al S iyt it v S R i A
| WIS B 2 2 ot Sl Sl ah Rty

LAl RN

2

1. No teacher may teach during the summer months
who does not hold a valid teaching certificate
for the position to which that teacher is
.assigned.

Recommendations:

1. - Districts should utilize counseling services
to determine the best program to meet the needs
of the students being served.

2. (lasses established should attempt to meet-the
neads of students which have not been met
during the regular year.

Standard No. 3~--Pupil-Teacher Ratio

1. Established pupil-teacher ratios for remedial
classes and special education classes -will be
observed.

Recommendations:

1. Districts should try to keep the pupil-teacher
ratio low in those classes which are held for
the: purpose of enrichment, advanced training,

. or acceleration.

2. The pupil-teacher ratio for any class should
not exceed that which is the standard for the
distriet for the program during the regular

school year.
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D. Standard No. h--Direct Teaching of Students

1. Where the number of teachers employed for

in-service training and currieulum devslopment
‘exceeds the numbar employed for direct teach-
ihg of students, districts are required to

3 justify the rationals of their program and

4 eiplain in detall the benefite to students

to be derived therefrom. o

A Recommendations*

Mg

4 | ) 1., The 1ength of day for students should not be

'1onger than three hours and those hours
should be prior to twelve noon.
2. Where school districts are able to limit the
| ‘etudentlday to three hours, teaohers should
be offered the opportunity of other profes-

sional service ﬁork for the balance of the

4 dey.
é, 3; Students should not be parmitted to enroll in
?' more than two accelerated or advanced classes.

4 E. Standard No. 5--Schosl Calendar
m | " 1. Summer prograus as defined herein must be
| offered during the pericd from June 1 through
September 1,
Recommendations':

3 ‘ 1. School districts should ordinarily provide for
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summsr sessions for studeants for at .least

four weeks., Additional time is highly

recommended.,

2. School administrators should base admittance

to the program on need and on the commitment
of the individual student. Students who

register are expected to be in attendance.

F. Standard No. 6--Costs to Students

1. Thers shall be no tultion charge made to

students under this progfam. School districts
may charge the usual incidental fées pre-
seribed by poliey.

Recommendations:

1. School districts are encouraged to keep costs

to students at a minimum.

G. Standard No. 7--Supervision

1. All summer school classes shall be organized
and administered by the duly’constituted local
school authorities, |

2., Salaries for superinteﬁdents and regularly
employed full timse administraéive pefsonnel
cannot Eé paid in whole or in p;;t from funds
from this authorization.

3. Supervisory personnel for classroom work and

for coordinatioqvof speqiglAteacher actlvities
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may be employed but payment for such super-
vision cannot exceed a ratio of $9.00 for
each approved distribution unit,

Recommendations:

i, School districts should provide for supervi-
sion of all activities by qualified
individuals.

2. It is expected that regular personnel already
under full employment will assume the major
sup?rvisory roles thus leaving money free to
finance student instruetion and employment of

‘ greater numbers of personnel. .
H. Standard No. 8--Record Keeping and Accounting
11. School districts shall maintain strict
accounting records on all phases of the
program in order to assure accurate data for
reports.

Recommendations:

1, Reguiar budget categories should be utilized
for spreading expenditures whersver possible,
I. Other Generesl Recomrendations:

1. Every effort should be made to establish
programs for-as wmany students as can profit
thereby and which can be financed by alloca-

tions undsr this act.
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:z ‘2. Roll books and permanent record folders should
] be utilized tovﬁroﬁide essenﬁial davnz, Cdre
_‘,é should be taken to place bertinent datsa in
- % euch student's permansnt record folder
& é ' 3. Eéch district shoﬁidfdetermine its poliey
? \% regarding credit to be offered. Care should
% % be taken to infornm studenfs ah& parents of
i_ : the policy prior to the beginning of the
;i R program. Where credit s given it should be
i - consistent with requirements for credit in the
g regular program,
4 i. State funds provided under this program may
‘be used for transportation of“Studentg if
,z ' the dlstrict so desires; ﬁowébér,'éistricts
f should take curs not to spend excessive
3 amounts on transportation %o and from school
4"i thus depriving students and féachers of needed
; " programs. Other claims against the state for
‘yé transportation during tha'regular summer
;f;; ‘ ' session will not be honored.
%?;iz 5, Payment of teachers' salaries should follow
| 1; | the salary scheduls of the respective district.
| | IV. FUNDS AVAILABLE
Phe provisions of this leglslation stdted that if
'21;; the foregoing irequirement were met, funds would be allocated

5. o e res . -
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to the local school districts on the basis of $80.00 per

distribution unit. The number of distribution units to which
a district was entitled was determined from its estimated
data for the previous school year according to the number of
units contained in° (1) specilal school approvals, and
(2) regular elementary and secondary school programs,
including full-time kindergarten. Final payment was to be
based upon actual performance and costs of the approved
program. The initial allocation was adJusted to actual final
data.2 | | |

o It was decided that if the aggregate number of distri-
bution units for the state multiplied by $80 00 exceeded
$800 000 then the amount per distribution unit would be a
lesser amount prorated among the school districts. Where
funds in excess of the $80 OO per distribution unit were h
available tne amount per distribution unit would be increased
accordingly.

In the event that districts did not utilize the funds
to which they were entitled, having failed to receive program
approval or to complete the proposed program, funds would be
reallocated to the remaining districts upon approval of an
alternate, extended, or additional plan for utilization of

funds beyond their regular entitlement.

23ee Table VII, page Th.
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V. SUMMARY

In summary, this plan was designed to allow the school =

3 districts of Utah to formulate summer programs which would
provide increased service to students. The Legislature ,
allowed the various districts to decide what kind of programs
would best meet the needs of the individual areas. The
districts were free to plan for a voluntary summer program,

a summer program for professional personnel, or & combina-‘

; tion of the two, The only stipulations made were that the ’

; districts had to submit a report of their proposed programsdl
to the State Board of Education and that they had to adhere
to standards set up by that board These standards, and the
accompanying recommendations, wers meant only to serve as |

; gulde 1ines, and it was hoped that the districts would work *
creatively to designvplans Which would best meetglocal needs.

Chapter IV consists of a description of the various_plans.




CHAPTER IV. .

EXTENDED OFFERINGS IN UTAH IN THE SUMMER
| | OF 1965 - |
The purpose of Chapter IV is to glve a detailed
account of how the proposed program was actually.put into .
operation in the various school districts of Utah, In order
to gather the information necessary for this chapter, each
district superinfendent was asked to submit a report contain-
ing pertinent information such as the number of students and
teachers; the specific activities in which teachers were
involved; the classes offered; the staff leadership given the
project; and the relevant financial statistics. No attempt
was made.to describe the specific details of the individual
programs with regard to adherence to the standards and
recommendations proposed by the state. Instead, information
was presented which would give an- over-all picture of what
the programs characteristically contained, the number of
students and teachers participating, the cost, and the amount
of variation from the plans which the districts submitted to
the Spatg'Schooi,Office. :

I. FINDINGS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR'S
' | INTERVIEW REPORT |
Extent of ParticipationbyDistricts

Thirty-éeveﬁ of Utah's forty’schooi districts’
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'participated in the proposed extended-year program. These
figures represent a 37 per cent increase in the number of
Utah districts which had summer school programs in 196l.
Table I which demonstrates the number of districts that
followed their proposed extended-year ﬁrograms shows that
the three districts (7.5 per cent) which did not participate
were Daggett, North Sanpete, and Park City; these districts
have the words "No Program" beside their names on this and
a1l additional charts. For the thirty-seven distriets which
did participate, Table I shows whether or not they followed
their proposed programs and if not, why not. It should be
noted that the programs under consideration are the individ-
uval district's adaptation of the state's proposed program,
Tn order to receive funds, each district was required to
submit a plan to the State School Office, and Table I roughly
i{1lustrates to what extent the various districts followed -
the plan which they submitted. (See Appendix G for record
of surmer school programs dating from 1961.)

0f the thirty-seven participating districts, fifteen,
or j0.5 per cent, actually did not follow their proposed
programs. However, this figure is to some extent misleading.
Deviations from the proposed programs qidxnot always indicate
a reduction in class offerings or similar decline in quantity
or quality of sﬁmmer planning. On the contrary, at least

four of the districts did ndt,follqw their préposgd proérams




e Skl e ait b

NUMBEK OF DISTRICTS THAT FOLLOWED THEIR PROPOSED EXTENDED~
YEAR PROGRAM
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TABLE I

Tooele

Yes

Followed Reason given for not
District Program following program
Alpins Yes & No More in el~mentary and less in
- secondary.
Beaver Yes & No Dropped one course and included
another.
Box Elder. Yes
Cache Yes ,
Carbon. No. Classes in math, German, end music
added. Science enrichment deleted,
Daggett e No Program
Davis Yes
Duchasne Yes
-Emery - - No - Math class at high school was -
enlarged.
Garfield No Drop in enrollment,
Grand No Postponed starting date.
Granite Yes
Iron No
Jordan Yes
Juab No Vocal music--students did not
enroll; tsacher not available,
Kane Yes
Millard No Enlarged remedial reading.
Morgan No Science secondary level not held.
Nebo Yes
North Sanpete No Program
North Summit Yes
Park City No Program
Piute Yes
_Rich Yes
San Juan No Increased offering by substituting
a typewriting program for iso-
lated elemsntary program,
Sevier Yes
South Sanpete No Language arts deleted; music
extended.
South Summis Yes
Tintic Yes
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TABLE (continued)
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Followed Reason given for not
District Program following program
Uintah .No Combination and substitution of
. ) .classes., . . . : -
Wasatch . Yes , , _
Washington " No Music and shop class ani math
. classes not held.
Wayne Yecs - o
Weber Yes
Salt Lake City No Classes enrollment and space.
Ogden Yes ‘
Provo " No -~ Not enough students in a high
ST ' - school class
Logan No AQd justment of scheduls
Murray Yes
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because they decided to enlarge or expand thelr extended
programs. As a generalized comment 1t can be said that, in
most cases, any deviationé fr&m proposed programs in the
direction ¢f reduced class offerings, time, or students were
minor. For instance, the two districts which answered "Yes
and No" were able to follow theilr proposed budgets, but they
both found it nécessary to slightly rgarrange the proposed

classes.

Selection of Students and Teachers

Once the programs had been formulated, the next step
was to select the students and teachers who would participate
in the extended-year experiment., Of course, part of the
administrative problem eonnected with submitting the original
plans was that it was difficult to accurately determingnhowx
many - students would actually want to participate. For
-instance, Table I shows that of the fifteen districts which
failled to follow their proposed programs, seven definitely
stated that the changes they made involved either an unexpected
increase or decrease in orojected enrollment flgures, A few
other districts simply svated that classes were dropped, and
it is quite possible that these changes were also made
because of inadequate enrollment. The next four tables
present thq‘statistics which ‘show how many students and
teachers"bé;ticibﬁted and'the district superintendent's

projections of how manj would participate if funds wers |
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made availatle.

Student enrollment.lﬂTaQ}e II consists of a report of

the number and percentage of the students participating and

R i L S o

the method of their qelection. The total summer school

enrollment for 1965 was 52,020, or 18.5 per cent of the totcl

196h 65 enrollment for the regular school year.l

Among the individual districts the percentage of the
total school enrollment that attended summer school varied
from & high of 59.3 to a low of 3.23 the. average figure was:
18.5 per cent., Of the. thirty-seven districts only: ten stated
that all students who desired had an opportunity to parti-
cipate; nineteen districts reported that all students who
were interested definitely did not have an opportunity to-

T Ry ol
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. participate, and eight answered “Yes and No" to'the question.-
% When pressed for specifilc information concerning their -selec- .
tion procedures, twenty-four, or 6l4.9 per cent, reported that
‘ they chose students. on the basis of the recommendation of -~
school personnel; six, 16.2 per cent, sald that they operated
on a first come, first served policy; four, 10.8 per cent,.
had open enrollment, and two, 5.l per cént, sald that they’
used the needs and desires‘of the students as the criteria

. L .f
A);,( {.g}u y 1

1The source for the figures. showing the 196& 65 enroll-
ment for the regular school year was a’ booklet entitled:

Statistical Bulletin 1965: Information Gulde to Utah.
School Districts, puinshed by the Utah State Departm ent of

Publlc Imstruction,. Salt Lake city, Utah., , ..
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of selection, »

In light.of this information it is interesting to
compare the figures given in Table‘lI with those shown in
Table III. -Table II consists of a record of each district
»superintendent's estimate of how many students would register
forisuumer school if funds were made available. It should
béjméét19F9§-Eh9tith9 figures used on the tables were the
lowest figures mentioned by the superintendents. In other
words, 1f a superintendent answered "from 50 to 75 per cent,"
50 per cent was recorded on the table.'~The percentage of-‘
students who actually pertizipated was 1isted on mable II
as 18 S per cent of 196&—65 school’ enrollment Table lII |
shows that the superintendent's estimate that ifr funds wereij
available, an average of 140 per cent of Utah's children would
enroll in summer programs. |

~ As the individual superintendents considered the.
possibilities of the summer program, ‘four of them projected
that ds many as 75 per cent of the students in their districts
would enroll, and fifteen est?mated that between 50 and 70
per cent would participate. Together these figures show g
that S1.li per cent of the superintendents believe that over
50 per cent of their total student populations would register
if funds were avallable to provide programs of sufficient
breadth and depth. On the low end of;the scale, one'superin¥
tendent believed that as few as 20 per cent of,thewohildren,.

£
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TABLE III

SUPERINTENDENTS' PROJECTION OF EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR STUDENT

ENROLLMENT IF FUNDS WERE AVAILABLE

Statistical Bulletin 1965:

DIstrlicts (Jalt Lake GCity, Utah:

Superintendents' Estimated
o : pro jected per- student. -
196} -1965 centage of enrollment
total - enrollment if funds = based-
school were on projected
" District- - Enrollment™ .- - avallable - - - percentage
Alpif}e"ﬁ g 15,9928 : 25 i T 3’983
Beaver 1,207 27 - 326
‘Box .Elder 8 017 15 6,313 -
Cache’ 6,141 75 h,606
Carbon . b, 93&' 20 987
Daggett No Program
Davis 28,319 - .40 . 11,328
Duchesne 2 326 60 1,396
Emery 1,892 . .30 : 568 .
Garfield 1,150 50 575
Grand. . 2,051 25 : . - 513. ...
Granite 55 W2 IO 22,297
:I"On_ - 3 LI. . 50 . 1 575
Jordan 16,275 33 5,305
Juab 1,122. Lo L9
Kane 8&5 50 1123
Millard - 22,1160 30 735
Morgan 925 50 1163
Nebo . . . . - 9,530 Lo 3,812
North Sanpete No Program
North Summitt - . - 777.. 25 194
Park City No Program
Piute .- 138 iy 193
Rich 453 75 332
San Juan 1,998 - .50 " . 999
Sevier 3,113 50 1,557
South Sanpete 1,806 I 1,335
South Summit 729 30 219
Tintie. : 22 140 . 9T
Tooele 6, 605 30 1,982
Uintah :.: - h,275 - 50 2 138,“’
Wasateh 1,769 50 885
Washington ~-,3,h53g 140 - 1,381 -
Wayne 525 50 263
¥Source: State Lepartment of Public Instruction,

Information Guide to Utah School
The Department, 1965).
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District

Superintendents'

projected per- o -

centage of

enrollment ‘1f

funds were

Enrollment available

Estimated

- - - gtudent
“enrollment
»« based’
on projected
-percentage’

Weber
Salt Lake City.

- Ogden

Provo
Logan

. Murray

" Total

15,7:5' ' S 50

039,93 . .2

8,361 ' — 50"
75330 . .. 50 .
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in his district would participate, and twelve superintendents,

32.4 per cent believed that 33 per cent or less would enroll.

Teacher participation. The next table to be discussed,

Table IV, has a similar format to that of Table II, but the
figures pertain to the number and percentage of teachers who
participated. Furthermore, there is specific information z
given ccncerning the type of activitiles in which the teachers
were engaged. From the figures shown;it can be seen that. in
fourteen of the districts any teacher Who desired was allowed
.to participate. In addition, twentywaistricts reported that
-all teachers who desired were  not- allowed to—participate, and
three districts answered "Yes and No," These figures are
quite close to those reported for students except that four
more districts answered "Yes and No" when asked if all =

students were allowed to participate than when the same

superintendents were asked about policies regarding the

gelection of teachers.

The statistics for the percentage of teachers

involvsd show that there was a much broader range in the per-
centage of teachers participating than there was for the
number of students. Table II shows that the district with
the most extensive student participation had 59.l per cent of
its student body enrolled, while the lowest figure was 3.2
per cent. Correspondingly, the percentage figures for

teachers show that the high percentage was 81 per cent,
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63
and the low was l per cent. However, although this range 1is
broader, the average percenftage was only 6 per cent higher
than that of the students: 22 per cent as compared with 18.5
per cent., Thig indicates that there was at least a possi-
bility of smaller classes andiBr teachers who could be spared
for other instructional improvement.

In the breakdown of the information concerning the
specified areas of summer school activity, the statistiecs
show that over half the total number of teachers employed
were engaged in direct teaching. Any further comments on
these figures would be misleading because tﬁere was extensive
duplication of areas, For example, one teacher may have been
involved in direct teaching in the morning and in instruc-
tional improvement in the afternoon., Therefore when filling
out their reports many superintendents listed the same
teacher in both areas. As a result; the total number of
teachers listed in this section was higher than the total
number of teachers involved in direct summer teaching.

. Just as the district superintendents were asked to
make estimates concerning the number of students who would
enroll if funds were available, similarly, they were asked to
make prcjecticns concerning the number of teachers who would
participate if funds were made available. Table V 1s a com-
pilation of the answers which were given. Out of the 2

thirty-seven participating districts, three sald t‘hat 100 per
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cent of their teachers would be interested 1in this form of
vear~-round employment, and twenty-eight estimated that over
50 per cent of thelr teachers would want to be involved
Among those superintendents who were not quite so optimistie,
one said that 16 per cent of the teachers in his district
would be interested, and two superintendents estimated that
as few as 3C per cent would want to teach or prepare to
teach during the summer., The average projected percentage
for teacherslwasf56 per cent, and it is‘interesting'to
compare this figure with the L1 per cent which vas the pro-
jected enrollment for students. ’

Class Offerings in Extended
School Programs

. In order to provide a relatively complete account of
how the plan actually operated it 1s necessary to know not
only how many teachers and students participated, but also
what type of class offerings were actuslily made; It should
be remembered that in the program proposed by the state,
activities such as regular courses, enrichment courses, make-
up work, remedial and special education classes, advanced or

accelerated classes, field trips, and summer camps were sug-
gested. With a selection'as broad as;the foregoing it can be
seen that the individual districts had a considerahle amount
of latitude for the development of their own programs.

They were encouraged to be creative and to design a E
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curriculum which would be specifically adapted to meet the needs of the
children ’in their districts.

. .Pigures 1 and 2 are designed to show the number and type of
classes which were offered by the Yarious districts. lBoth figures show
what percentagé "ofv fhe thirty-seven districts offered a particuiar class;
Figure 1 shows those of the secondary level, and Figure 2 shéws those of
the elementary ieirel. The figure hsts twenty-two classes which were |
offered, but in order to simplify the chart, many of the classes offered
were combined into one general c_:ategory, so that there was actually a
widér se‘l'e;:ti.o'n of subjects offered than the ‘ﬁgure indicates. For
example, algebra, trigonometry énd general mathematics weré groﬁbed
under the heading " MATH." | |

| On the secondaryl level tl;ne lax;gést ‘nmber of classes offered

by‘;a disﬂtri‘ct”’was: éiéhty-two and thg smailest number was one; the total
number} of classes offered on the secondary level was 450. The two
classes 6f£ered by the largest per cent -of the districts were math, 86.5
per cent, and language arts, 59.5 per cent.

On the elementary level there was ‘a total of 812 classes offered.
The district which had the largest selection offered 160 classes while that
smallest number offered was, once again, oné . The 'class offered most

frequently on the elementary level was remedial reading, 86.5 per cent, and
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Figure 2. Subject matter courses offered by Utah
school districts particlipating in extended school year pro-
E grams in the elementary schools,
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math was second with 6.9 per cent. Such activities as'summer

camps and field trips were listed under the headings of

biology or social studies in order to indicate what material

was studled during the program. The total number of classes

offered on both levels was 1,262.

The information given by the superintendents makes. 1t

clear that a few districts were able to offer a broad ranée\

and selection of classes, but this was not the generai rule;

Tﬁenty of the districts offered less than ten classes, and

of these, twelve offered five or less. 0f course, in soﬁe

of these districts size 1is definitely a limiting factor, but

the difference between one class and eighty-two is so extreme

that size alone cannot have been the determining factor. It

is obvious that the children in some districts were pre-

sented with a much more extensive selection of educational :

opportunities than those in other districts.

Superintendents' Reactions to
§tate‘6*ntroIs '

Another question asked the district superintendents'

concerned their opinions of the controls instituted by the

state., They were asked: "with respect to the 1965 summer

school program was the state guldance (a) too limiting or

restricting, (b) too general o¥ insufficient, or (c¢) satis-

factory?" Space was also provided for the superintendents to

make any additional comments which they thought were
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pertinent, From Table VI it can be seen that eight of the
superintendents believed that the guidance given by the
state was too limiting; one thought the information and
guidance given was too general;“and twenty-eight answered " :-
that the guidance was satlsfactory. However, many of the

R R b R

superintendents who believed that the standards and recor
mendations prescribed by the state were generally satisfacr :
tery qualified their answers to some degree, and these‘x

qualifying comments are indicated by an X beside the "Yes"

Seo

answer, The‘most common remarks made concerned the need fer

'rl;"

-

improved timing,'more local autonomy, and general fees.*avﬂ:

P

How Programs Were Financed | :*%«:

| The final piece of information which was given byithe‘
superintendents concerns the financing of the nrograms./ As :
the plan was designed, the money allotted by the state ‘was
oO be used as a supplement to the money which most districts
had already designated for summer school use. Therefore, the
financing of the plan became a join: project of the state and
individual districts. The funds were allocated to the local
school districts on the basis of $80. 00 per distribution
unit, The number of distribution units to which a district
was entitled was determined from its estimated data for the
ensuing school year according to the number of units con—

tdined in: : (1) special school approvals, and (2) regular

)

:
&

elementaryﬁand secondary school programs, including

P L I B ae o=, - - B . e - - EE N SV Vs A e




TABLE VI.

72

SUPERINTENDENTS ! cQPINIONS “OR :STATE“CONTROL OF ADMINISTRATIVE

STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES FOR THE EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR

Guidance Guidance Guidance
District . too limiting +too general satisfactory  #*
Alpine - "Yes X
Beaver Yes
Box Elder Yes : - X
Cache Yes X
Carbon Yes . X
Daggett
Davis - - Yes X.
Duchesne Yes
Emery - 1. Yes" - X
Garfield Yes X
Grand Yes -X
Granite Yes X
Iron Yeos
Jordan - Yes - X
Juab " Yes X
Kane - Yes .
Millard Yes X
Morgan .~ * - Yos .- *
Nebo Yes X
No. Sanpete .
North Summit Yes
Park City - ST
Piute Yes Yes X
Rich : Yes 1
San Juan Yes X
Sevier . Yes X
South Sanpete Yes X
So., Summit : Yes _
Tintic Yes
Tooele ’ Yes X -
Uintah Yes X
Wasatch : Yes X
Washington Yes
Wayne - = - Yes : -
Weber Yes X
Salt Lake City Yes : X
Ogden Yes X
Provo - Yes X
Logan Yes X
Murray - . Yes -
Total 9 T —28 =25

*Comments indicated by "X."




full-time kindergarten. The final payment was based upon
actual performance and costs of the approved program, )
Table VEI gives a summary of how much money was
8ontributed by both the state and the local districts. iTheA
chart shows that the state contributed as much as 100 per
cent and as little as 2.7 per cent of the total programs.

The average percentage which the state contributed was 7lh.8.

The largest program was valued at $20l,225 and the smallest

at $2,043., There were seven districts which had programs
valued at $10,000 or less. The total amount contributed by

the state was $789,707.52; the total amount contributedby -

the local districts was $265,938.73. The combined total
equaled $1,005,6L6.25,

II. RESULTS OF PERSONAL VISITS

All the information and statistics concerning the
extended-year program which have ‘been used. thus far ‘in this
chapter were obtained from the district superintendents |
during an oral interview.2 A second phase of research took

place when the investigator visited thirty-one secondary and

twenty-five elementary schools in order to obtain first-hand,

information concerning the various programs in action. '
Table VIII shows 1ists of the schoolshand‘the~ciasses
visited, the date of the visit, and the name of the adminis-

trator in charge of the program. A total of 13l; separate

23ee App?ndix B for a sample interview form.
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classes were visited.

.
’!

During these visits to individual classes notes were
made of such things as the physical plant the number and
percentage of children in attendance, the types : of classes
being taught, and the methods of instruction used.3 while
visiting these classes the investigator also interviewed
many of the students and teachers informally.i Such questions
ag: "How o you 1ike summer school°" and "Are you planning
g to reglster again?" were asked ’ The answers were always
A followsd by the additional question, "Why°" so that the
student could give a detalled explanation of how he felt
3 about the program. The report of the~comments on these
visits to the various elementary and secondary school will
necessarily be general in nature because of-the wide range
in the individual programs of the schools visited and in the
comments made by students in the informal oral discussions.

As a generalized comment it can be said that the
programs were usually fairly. impressive. Most’programs
showed that care had been exercised in planning to meet the
needs of the particular students in that district There
were variations in the number and type of 1asses held, the
times when classes were taught the leng nh of the summer

ses:imm, the provision made for cooling the building, and the

3See Figures- 1 and 2 for a 1ist of the classes
of fered., ‘
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arrangements ‘made for transportation.-
| .- Individuality best characterized the various programs in

operation: For instance, as was pointed out earlier one of the districts
offered as many as 160 classes, while several districts offered only
‘ one. Some schools concentrated on music and physical education while
| others eliminated these “subj ect»s“entirely. A cursory check of summer
school programs dem_onstr_ated that. The length of the summer session
was usually‘f from four to six weeks, but there was little consistency
- among the various’ districts + The daily starting time ranged from 6 A.M.
to 10 30 A. M. p and at least one school offered evening classes on the
high school level The classes were taught in buildings which were old,
new and middle-aged, 'a'nd there was great diversity in the amount and |
tvpe of equipment available . Only a few of the buildings were air-
conditioned, but the usual early starting times made it.possible for L e
the students to be out of school before the heat of the day.

The most encouraging aspect of these observations was that most
schools seemed to have capable teachers who were conoentrating on
helping relatively small groups of{ students. However, in es‘ovme’cases,
part of the reason for the small groups. might have been a high rate of
absenteeism. Some districts seemed ,to be more bothered by.this than

others. - In programs where it was possible to earn credit there were
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naturally fewer student absences for7reasons;other.than:;

11lness. In:prograns where no provision was made to earn

credit, attendance was primarily dependentnupon_the motiva-r:

tion of students to attend for intrinsic reasons.‘ In some '
districts it ‘was also noted that church and community recre-(

¢

ational opportunities interfered with summer school '

WE e s X . .
R ey ..~ .. P S T R ~
.- > e N RGN .- '

attendance.

" When ‘the students were interviewed-informally, one: of-
the tmost frequently’asked questions was, "Why did you-attend
summer school?" . The most..common, answers, aside from those. .
which indicated that the student had to attend in order to
make up. work, were: "My mother made'me," and "Because it
gives me something to do. | Apparently boredom has been a -
real problem for these youngsters. On the negative side of '
the question the ‘answers tended to be more &pecific. = The
students G1si1iked suéh things as: (1) getting up early, - -
(2) working during the surmer months,- {3) thelr teachers, -
-and (L) .long walks or rides to school. .Two girls even men-
tioned that they found the supply of boys inadequate. The
students made six times more positive comments than negative.
o Among the‘teaohers interviewed there seemed to be a
general feeling of enthusiasm about both the’ present program
and’plans for futupe programs.” Almost all the ‘teachers - ‘
sald that' it was enjoyablse to-teach students who-wunted -to-:

be 11 school and th:t the program should be expanded.

[V S, e e e
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III. RESULTS OF THE PARENT-STUDENT- TEACHER
“  QUESTIONNAIRE o
The third phase of compiling the~informationAused in
this study consisted of sending questlonnaires to parents,
students, and teachers. The purpose of these questionnaires
was 9 determine° (l) why the students enrolled;'(é) what
the parents, students,‘and teachers thought about the programs;

and (3) how 311 three groups felt about future summer

i
3
£
£
]
§
£
£
i
4
5

programs.' As was mentioned earlier, +hese questionnaires
were distributed to a random sample of parents, students,

and teachers.} mable IX shows the statistical breakﬂown of

- the precise number and percentage of questionnaires sent and
returned. There was a total of 1,&12 questionnaires sent to
students and of these, 1,295, or 91.7 per cent, were returned,
for parents the percentage returned was 81.0, and for ‘?m&
teachers:1it was 96.2 per cent. This section of'Chapter*IV
gives an account of the information obtained from thesef

questionnaires.

Teachers' Questionnalre

The questionnaire sent to a random sample of teachers
consisted of five questions.5 In a preliminary statemen+ the
teachers were informed that all responses to these questlons

would be held in strictest confidence, and because of this,

ligee AppendixrF\forﬁthe%distrrbution instructions.
5see Appendix D for a copy of the teacher questionnaire,
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it was hoped that the teachers would feel free to express
their actual opinions,

In the first question the tsachers were asked to
check a box which represented the degree to which they felt
their summer school course(s) met the educational needs of
students. They were given the following choices: met all
needs; met most needs;imet some needs; met few needs; did
not meet needs. The responses to this question by students,

parents, and teachers are presented in Figure 3. A glance

shows that the majority of teachers chose the dnswer: "Met
most needs." The adults seemed to have reservations con-
cerning the word "fully," but the students were less conser-
i vative, and the largest group of ckildren, 3.7 per cent,
chose the answer: "Fully met needs." When the percentages
of the students and parents who chose the first two answers:
i "Fully met needs" and "Met most needs" are combined, the
. data show that over 80 per cent of both the students and
parents felt that summer school made significant contribu-
tions toward meeting students' needs, while only 63.2 per
cent of the teachers chose one of these two most positive
é answers, |
The second question asked the teachers: "To what
degree do you feel the parents of YOur summer school students
s are supportive of the summer school program?" The responses

to this question are shown on Figure L. The chart 1is
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*4
largely self-explanatory; the majority of the teachers, 58.6
per cent, sald that they felt the parents were highly |
supportive; almost all the rest, 41.0 per cent, said that the
parents were somewhat supportive. | |
The third question asked the teachers was: "In your

opinion what were the basic reasons students:regigteredsin
your course(s)." The teachers were given a choice of eight
answers from which.to choose and were asked to select 1;
rank order their first, second, and third choices. Taﬁle X
shows both the alternatives and the teachers' answers, The
choice selected most often, 2 per cent, was ﬁstudent eibected
to gain personally." The answer given the second mosﬁ votes
for first place, 19.5 per cent, was "Satisfy parents' wishes,”
and this answer was also the favorite alternative for -second
and third choice. Totaling the number of times each answer
was chosen for all threé choices shows that "Student expected
to galn personally" was chosen 18 times, while "Satisfy
parents' wishes" was chosen 180 times. The only answer uni-
formly avolded as a first cholce was: "Student 1liked-
teacher"; as second and third choices the answer with the
least votes was: "Expected easy credit.”

| The fourth question asked the teachers concerns the
teachers' perception of the type of student who would benefit
most from the summer school program. The choiceé‘given were:

the academically talented or gifted student; the average

+ A —— o i ettt
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student, the remedial or slow student; any or all of the
above students. Figure 5.shows the,respcﬁse of parents,
teachers, and students to this ouestien.*~It is easy to see -
that all three groups felt that all students would benefit
from summer school, but’ beyond this, unanimity ceased, The
seccnd 1afgest group of parents chose the remedial or slow
student;,the second largest group of students chose the
average student; and tﬁessecond largest group of teachers
chose the acadeﬁicaily talented or giftéd student. The
disagreement-was complete.

Finally, the teachers were asked for a gimple ”Yes
o;igNo" answer to the question: "Do you recommend a continu-
;Ei;n of summer programs?" Figure 6 shows that an overwhelm-
ingi99.5 per cent of the teachers were in favor of continu-
iﬁé’the”program. Little more needs to be said about this |
responsse except that many teachers also commented that thej
thought the progtaﬁ shouid be expanded, that enrollment

should be open, and that class size should be kept small.,

Analysis of Parents' Answers

Eo‘Questionnéires

Having discussed the results of the questionnaires
sent to teachers, the next step 1s to consider the responses
of parents to similar questions, The first questlon asked
the parents was identical toithe“first question asked the

AY

teacherss they were asked to evaluate the extent to which
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they felt the summer program met student needs., For a dis-
cusslon of this question see pages 81 to 83 and figure 3.

The second question asked the parents was: "How did you
feel about your child taking a summer school class?" Flgure
7 shows the answers glven to these questions by‘parents and
students. The 1argest group of parents, 39 2 per cent, saild
that they encouraged registration; while the second largest
group, 29.6 per cent, sald that registration.was discussed,
but the cholce was left to the student. Only 7.2 per cent

of the parents sald that they insisted on registration. The
most interesting facet of this chart 1s that the parents and
students completely reverse each other in their answers., Of
the parents, 39,2 per cent sald that they encouraged reglis-
tration, and practically an identical number of students,
39.4 per cent, sald that reglstration was discussed, but the
choice was left to them. The figures for the second largest
group are also reversed in an almost identical ratio. It
appears that botn the parents and the students wanted to feel
that the choice was their own dscision,

Question number three for the parents asked if they
wonld recommend the program for other children in the
district. The possible answers to this question were simply:
"Yes" and "No" with a space left for any other choice which
the parent wished to formulate independently. Flgure 8 shows
that 88.8 per cent of the parents stated that they would
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encourage the children in their district to attend summer
school., Only 2.7 per cent sald they felt that regular
school was sufficient, but 8.5 per cent had other answers,
The most common "other answer" was the qualification: "I
would recomriend summer school 1f the child needed it."

The fourth question asked the parents was, once
agaln, the same as the fourth questicn asked the teachers.
In review the question asked the parent_to give‘his opinion
of what typerf student would benefit most from the summer
school. program. - For the discussion of this questlon see
page:87 and Figure 5. |

The 1ast question which the parents were asked dealt
with the possibility of future summer school programs, It
reads: "As based upon your experience with the summer
school program, would you be in favor of having your child
registered again next year?" The parents were given a
choice of the following answers: (1) Yes, we would encourage
regisfration; (2) It depends on my child's feelings; |
(3) No, we haven't planned on registration; and (L) Other.
This qusstion was also deeigned to correspond to questions
which were asked‘students and teachers. Figure 6, page 91,
shows tha results for all three gronps. It was mentioned
earlier that éhe teachers wers overwhelmingly in favor of
continuing summer school; 99.5 ber cent of them said theyr

would recommend continuing the program. Asked the same
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question the parents. were not quite so enthusiastic, but the
vast majority, 73.8 per cent, sald they would encourage

registration. Another 16,6 per cent of the parents said the

decision would depend on their child's feelings, and 7.3
per cent gave other answers., Some sample comments were:

1. I would 1like to see these classes offered each
Jesar.,

2. Depends on what subjects are offered.

3. We wish that these classes had been avallable
for our junilor high student.

i. Yes, if more would participate so that trans-
portation would be less of a problem.

5., We feel it should have been a longer program.
6. If my child were in need of help in a certain
subject then I _would have him register. But if

he was [sic] d8ing well I don't feel it would
be necessary.

Students' Reactlions e e

The third group to be given a questionnaire was, of
course, the students themselves, Sincgg to a large extent,
they were asked the same questions which were asked their
parents and teachers, part of their answers have already
been commented upon. For insiance, the first question con-

cerning how fully their needs were met was discussed earller

on page 8l and Figure 3, page 85. The second question
asked reads: "How did your parents feel about your register-
‘ ing . for summer school?" The responses to thls question have

also been mentioned previously. See page 92 and Figure 7
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for information.

The third questisn concerned the specific reasons why
stﬁdents reglstered for summer school., Tablg X showed what
the teachers' peréeption of this queétion wés;and Table XTI
shows the answers which the students gave. The greatest
number of teachers felt that the students enrolled because
they wished to develop personally, but more é%udents chose
the answer: "Parents wished me to enroll" for both thelr
first and second choices than any other answer, Apparently
the feéchers underestimated the influence of the parents.,
The second largest group of students chose "Enables me to

develop perscnally" as thelr answer, but these answers were -

, not as close in the total number of times chosen on the

student chart as they were on the teachers'. Another inter-
esting side§Meht in this table is that the third choice of
the greatest number of students was "Liked the teacher" while
it was the answer least frequently given for any choice by
the teachers. Thls might indicate that the teacher's per-
sonality can be a significant drawing card.

The students' reactions to the fourth question have
already been discussed. See page 90, Figure 5, for addi-
tional information. Question five, Figure 69 page 91 was
the student's version of "Do you plan on r;gistering neit
year?" The students had the smallest percentage in the

positivé column with 33.3 per cent. Nearly half of the
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students, 46.5 per cent, said that it would depend on what
classes were offered.

QuqstiOQS;six,‘seven, and eight on the student ques-
tionnaire are: "What did you like most about your summer
school_ﬁrogram?” "What ,did you 1like least?" and "What would
you 1i£e to see included in the summer school program?" The
answers to these questions were not tabulated because there
was not enough consistency in the answers to alloﬁ for a
table of reasonable size. However, there were some anéwers
which appeared more frequently than others, Among the reasons
given for what the students liked most, the usual answers
were: "It gives me something to do"; "I like my teacher"; or
"It's fun here." The things the students liked least were
early hours, long distances to school, and the limited
gelection of classes. In answer to "What would you like to
see included?" they usually said: "More classes." The
classes most in demand were English, social studies, and

physical education,

-~

IV. SUMMARY

In summary it can be saild that these results of the
interviews, both oral and written, indicate that the people
involved had generally positive reactions to the program.
The administrators projected strong participation from both

students and teachers if funds were made avallable; the
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teachers recommended continuation and expansion of the
prf*ogram; and the parents and students both felt that the
program provided an important service in fulfilling student
needs. It was on the basis of these reactions that the

recommendationS' vhich constitute Chapter V were formulated.’




‘the specific information used in this study was gathered in

this research and the information gathered through the review

_CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 1

The purpose of Chapter V was to briefly summarize the
extended-year program as 1t was carried out in Utah in 1965, %
Furthermore, on the basis of all the information which was

gathered through the various methods of research, recommenda-

tions are made for the future development of the program. ‘ 3

The research which was carried out in order to obtain

three stages; first, each district superintendent was inter-

viewed orally; second, various schools were visited; third,

questionnaires were given to parents, students, and teachers

In the districts which participated. It was on the basis of

of literature that the recommendations, which will consti-
tute the bulk of this chapter, were formulated,

Utah's extended-ysar. plan was essentially an expansion
of the traditional summer school curriculum, but in addition
vo offering a greater number and variety of classss, the
program also gave the teachers an opportunity to work throﬁgh
the summer in instructional improvement projects and in-
service training as well as direct teaching. The standard
image of summer school is a series of classes designed for

make-up or remedial work, but Utah's proposed program sought
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to serve not only those who were doing poorly in their
classes, but also those who were doing superior or average
work. The gulding principle was that the various districts
wanted to meet some of the needs of students which had not
been met during the regular school year. In order to
accomplish this-goal, clagsses were offered for enrichmeht,'
acceleration, development of speclal talents, remedial and
special education, and even such activities-as field trips
and summer camps.

" In all, thirty-seven of Utah's forty school districts
were involved in the proposed'pfogram. Correspondinglj, the
196l statistics show that only twenty-seven districts had
summer programs. Within the thirty-seven districts which
nad summer programs in 1965, 18.5 per cent of the students
enrolled during the regular school year reglstered for summer
school. The representation for teachers was 22 per cent,

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to the
recommendations which were formulated as a result of the
pesearch which was described in Chapter IV. In all, five
recommendations are made, and these recommendations are listed
and explained in order to give a concise report of some of
the most important information which was gathered as a result

of this study.
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RECOMMENDATION I
The first and most significant recommendation is that
the summer program should be continued and expanded. The

reasons which motivate this recommendation are:

1. The desires of the students, teachers, and parents
of Utah.

2. The possibility of increased service to<students.

3. The possibility of year-round employment for

' teachers and consequently a rise both in teacher
status and quality of instructionm.

i, The opportunity to make better use of sxlsting
school facilities., : ,

Perhaps the most important information which was
discovered by this research effort was that the parents,
students, and teachers of Utah were strongly in favor of
continuing the summer program.- In the random sample 99.5-
per cent of the teachers recommended that the program bz con-
tinued; 73.8 per cent of the parents said that they would
encourage registration, and 79.8 per cent of the students
sald that they either definitely anticipated registering or
would reglster if the right classes were offered, The
superintendents estimated that 50 per cent or more of the
student population in their districts would enroll if funds -
were made available, énd 75.6 per cent of the superintendents
projected that 50 per cent or more of the teachers would wish
to participate.

From- the foregoing figures 1t is obvious that because




of a lack of funds many éhildren were not able to take
advantage of summer schoBl opportunities, Of the thirty-
seven districts only four were able to have open enrollment.
Almost all the districts had to select students on the

basis of the recommendations of school personnel, and many
leaders and administrators commented that the children had

to be turned away. Since thils program was supported by money
which the people of Utah paid in taxes, it hapd}y seems fair
that the children'of'some of these taxpayers shéuld be denied
the opportunity of an expanéed edﬁcation if they desire it,.
The program should be further developed and enlsrged so that
it can accommodate all the children who wish to attend

summer school,

As a final comment on thls recommendation, it should
be pointed out that summer school has the advantage of heing
able to offer tremendous educational opportunities whicﬁ
cannot possibly be offered otherwise, There are so many
individual needs which cannot possibly be met during the
regular school year because of a lack of time. However,
summef school can be designed so that it allows for develop-
ment of speclal talents and lnterest areas and also provides
opportunities for remedial, make-up, acceleration, and
enrichment classes as well., The results »f the questionnalres
demonstrate conclusively that the parents, students, and
teachers felt the summer program had made a significant

contribution in meeting the needs of students, and in

&
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addition,‘ali threé groups felt that the progran could be

further imprBQéd:by offaring a wider variety of classes. See

page 8l «nd Pigure 3 for more information.
RECOMMENDATION II

The second recommendation concerns the need for
incre;sed dofopérationJahd communication between the comnunity
and the schod;s in the formulation of summer programs. If
the réSourceé of both’the school and the éommunity can be;
mobllized in such a way that they compliment each other
rather than conflict, then both groups will be able to make

moré:éigﬁificaht bontfibutions. Such groups as Y.M.C.A., the

Boy Scouﬁé; churchkérgénizations, and»city redreation com-

mitteéé fréQﬁéntiy set up'summer camps and other programs
which'téké'éléée during the weeks scheduled for summer
school, and as a result, the children have to choose between
two or more desirable activities. This situation could be
improved 1f fhése 6fganizations and the summer schools could
devise a calendar which would allow the students to take’

ad#antage of all the summer oppdrtunities which are available,

"One way of doing this would be to partiall& integrate ths

summer school with some of the activities offered by other
groups. For lnstance, summer camps make ideal places for
studying wildlife; botany, conservation, health and safety,

and physical education. Moreover, there are many communities
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which offer summer classes in arts and cerafts which could be
4 co-ordinated to coincide with similarrinstruction in the
4 achools. Through close. co-operation duplication cf effort

and conflicting ~chedules can be avoldad.
FECOMMENDATION III

15 Further study should be given to class size of the
summer program. While no careful analysis of class size was
made by the rosearcher, observation as the result of visiting
134 classes did cause some concern.
_ ¢Spqcia1 classes, 1f they are to permit a high degree

k: of individual attention and be effective, should have con-

siderably fewer students than the regular school year
1 classes. . Smal}er classes, of course, require more teachers
and this should be given further study using full time
qu;yalent 2s a bage.

Since this was the first year of observation and
study of the extended-year and summer school program, further

analysis is warranted.

For specific information about pupil numbers related

.
-
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to teachers involved in summer program since 1961 the reader
1s referred to the data presented In Appendix G. These data
indicate a dramatic increase in both total student and
teacher numbers involved, an expanded program, and a teacher-

'% pupil ratio shift that needs further attention and study.

2
h
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] | RECOMMENDATION IV {8

Arrangements for transportation should be improved.
One of the most freguent complaints on the part of the parents
was that they were forced to transport their children long
distances to summer school. The inconvenience whicn thils ¥
caused the parents is obvious, and there were probably many
children who could not attend the summer session because
their parents could not, or would not, drive them to school
each day. A solution to this problem is simply improved bus ?

service during the summer months.

RECOMMENDATION V

Use should be made of any industrisl, historical, or

recreational facilitiss which the community has to offer.

e M T g i ¢ I FaRe gt s

Students can be offered improved instructional
programs 1f use is made of the community's resources. For
instance, ceramics students in Springville, Utah, were
allowed to use the kiln of one of the community's industries.
In other communities studen's ware allowed to hold swimming

classes in public pools or were invoived in field trips to

, ¢

local historical sites. Tours could be made of wmajor busi-
nesses to show students how various products are made and
how the people of the cormunity are employed. With careful
planning the community can be a source of many educational

3 experiences,
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i SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATOR'S INTERVIEW REPORT
f 1965

District Superintendent Date

1, Is the proposed program being followed? Yes ( ) %¥o ( )
If Yo, what adjustments were necessary and why?

et g e s
»

13
.

2. What is the budget for the extended-year program’
" Local District Funds
State Funds
Total

3. Were all students who desired given the opportunity to
participate? Yes ( ) No (
a. If not, on what basis were students enrolled?

b, Per ceﬁt of students participating‘

. Number of students who applied but did not enroll
In your opinion what were the reasons for change In plans.
a, Summsr employment Estimated percentage
b, Vacation : " "
c., Tired of school
d, Deslred course not offered " "
e. Others (please 1list) " "

" "

4] 1"

A
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Did every teacher have an opportunity to particlpate if
they desired?
Yes ( ) No () If No, explain:

3
3

Of the participsting teachers how many are Iinvolved in:
a.,  Direct classroom teaching - Per cent
b, In-service training oo
¢, Instructional improvement o

e ———

6., With respect to the 1965 summer school program
: a., Was state guidance too limiting or restricting?
4 . "Yes ()~ No- () : ‘
3 b. Was state guidance too general or insufficlent?
: Yes ( ). No ( ) '
c. Was state guldance satisfactory?
Yes ( ) No ()
d. Comments, if any:

7. TIf funds were availlable, 1uto what areas or activities
would you expand the program?

a. Student enrollment Estimated % lncrease
b. Faculty participation
Tsaching Estimated % increase
In-service Estimated 4 increase

Instructional development Estimated & lncrease

————

c. Supplies & equipment ' Estimated increase

d. Curriculum areas (itemize)

e, Other

e o i+ s i = v .. s e e c——————, (s




AR
S pe
RS- ™

APPENDIX C
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

STATE OF UTAH
Department of Public Instruction
223 State Capitol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 8411l

Dear Parent:

The 1965 summer school program, sponsored by your dis-
trict, 1s nearing its completion. TIts purpose has been to
provide your son or daughter with a further opportunity for
educational development. F

The State Départment of Public Instruction is conduct-
ing a study of the 1965 summer school program in Utah to
determine whether it is fulfilling its objectives,

As a parent of a summer school student, you can be of
help in determining the effectiveness of the program in your
district. Your response to the attached questionnaire is
invited. Would you please take five {5) minutes to complete
the form and return it with your child to school tomorrow.

All responses will be held in strictest confldencs.
No individual or school will be identified in the report of
the study.

Thank you for your assistance.
PARENT SUMMER SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUCTIONS: Read each question carefully before answering.
* When answering, check the number which best
represents your feelings. Where written com-

ments are requested, ample space 1s provided
for recording your answer,

District Child's Subjects

School

I. Check the appropriate box to indicate whether the
summer school program met the needs of your child.
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Met needs fully

Met most needs | Met some needs| Met few needs

Dld not meet needs|

II.

IIT.

IV.

How did you feel about your child taking a summer school

clags?

1.

2.

. Other

 We insisted upon his enrollment, ;

We encouraged his enfbllment.

We .discussed the matter with him, but the
cholce was his,

He requested enrolling himself,

(Please specifyT—

‘Would you éncourage other children 1n the district to

attend summer school?"

Yes, I feel summer attendance 1s of value.

No, I feel that regular school is sufficient.

Other

[Please specify)

If summer school were avallable to everyone, what type
of student do you believe would benefit most from the

summer school program?

1.

2
. 3.

. —._-L’:.—

The acadamically talented or gifted student,
The average student.
The remedial or slow student,

"Any or all of the above students,

e et s —————t e 5




V.

119

As based upon your experience with the summer school
program, would you be in favor of having your child
reglistered agaln next year?

1, Yes, we would esncourage registration,
2. 1t depends on my child's feelings.
No, we haven't planned on registration.

. Other

(FIeaseAspec{f§?
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APPENDIX D

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

: STATE OF UTAH
Department of Public Instruction
223 State Capitol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 8h411lL

Dear Teacher:

The State Department of Public Instruction is conduct-
ing a study of the 1965 summer school program in Utah to
determine whether it 1s fulfilling its objectives.

As a teacher of the summer school program, you can be
of help in determining the effectiveness of the program in
your district. Your response will assist the State Depart-
ment of Public Instruction in planning for future summer
school programs. Your cooperation in accurately answering
the following questions would be appreciated.

All responses will be held in strictest confidence.
No individual or school will be identified in the report of
the study.

Thank you for your assistance.
TEACHER SUMMER SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: Rsad each question carefully before answering.
When answering, check the number which best
represents your feelings. Where written
comments are requested, ample space is pro-
vided for recording your answer.,

District Subjects Taught

School

I. Check the appropriate box which represents to what degree
you feel your summer school course(s) met the educational needs
of your students,
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Met all needs| Met most needs| Met some needs| Met few neseds

%
by
i
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Did not meet needs

II. To what degree do you feel the parents of your summer
school students are supportive of the summer school
program?

1. Highly supportive

2.*”80mewhgt supportive

3. Non-supportive

CommgntsA(ifwagy)

III. . In your opinion what were the basic reasons students
registered in your course(s) in summer school? Select
in rank order--first (1), second (2), and third (3)
choice.

___BExpected easy credit

___Friends were registered in class
—School counselor recommended course
___Make-up class

—__To qualify for advanced courses

Student expected to gain personally .

____Student liked you as a teacher
____To satisfy parents' wishes
___Other
IV. If summer school were available to everyone, what type

of student do you believe would benefit most from the
sumer school program?
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1. The academically talented or gifppd student
2; :The éverage studént : .
3 The remedial or slow student

L. Any or all of the above students. - - .

V. Do you recommend the continuation of summer programs?

1, Yps

2. - No

If yes, what modifications for future prograus wouid you
suggest? L B
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APPENDIX E
" STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE c .

‘ STATE OF UTAH .
Department of Public Instruction S
223 State Capltol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah, 8411k - SRR

Dear Student:

~ - Your summer school program is nearing 1tu completion,
To assist the State Department of Public Instruction to
svaluate the summer school program in Utah, we ure asking
vou to complete the attached questionnaire, Your coopera—r
tion in honestly answering these questions will be apyreci-
ated,

You need not sign the questionnaire, for no
{ndividual or school will be identified in the" report of this
study.

Thank yoﬁ for ycur assistance.
STUDENT SUMMER SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE.
INSTRUCTIONS: Read each question carefully before answepinp.
When answering check the numbor which best
represents your feelings., Where written
answers are requested, write your answer or

comments in the space provided.

District . , Classes Taken

School

I. Check the appropriate box to {ndicate whether your summer
school course(s) provided you with the values you expected
to receive when you registered for the course,

Mot needs fully] Met most needs| Met some needs| Met few needs

§1d 7of meet nesds
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How did your parents feel about your registering for
summer school?

___ 1., They insisted upon my reglistration,.

___ 2. They encouraged my reglstration. e
3. We discussed 1t; but the cholce was mine.
___h. The choice was léft.entirely’to me.
5

. They had no strong feelings elther way.

6., Other . L
: . (Please speclly)

From.thexféilowing 1ist select three items which had an
.effect upon your registering for summer school. Rank
them according to first (1), second (2), and third (3)
choice. '

My parents wished me to enroll.

The school counselor recommended that I take thils
course.,

My teacher encouraged me to register.
- My friends were registering for thls course,

I needed to make up this class.
This course énables me to qualify for advanced
courses,

This course enables me to develop personally.

This course offered easy credit.

R ————

.I 1liked the summer schcdl teacher..

__Othef

(Please speclily)

As based upon your éxperience, what type of student do

you feel  can benefit the most from summer school
attendance? | ;

1, The academically talented or gifted student?




VI.

VII,

VIII.

2. The average student?

3. The remedial or slow student?

L. Any or all of the above students? ;
On the basis of your participation in thils year's
summer school, would you plan to reglster again next
summer? : ‘

1. Yes, I anticipate registering again.

N

. It depends on whether the classes I would need
or like would be offered.

3. No, I haven't given much thought to registering.
4. Other

(Please specify)

What{did_you like most about your summer school program?

What did yoa liké least? T

What would you like - to see included in the summer
school program?

SOV RO S T
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APPENDIX F
DISTRIBUTION INSTRUCTIONS

o - THE STATE OF UTAH o
Department of Public Instruction
223 State Capltol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

22 June 1965

T0;  District Superintendents

FROM: Norman F. Hyatt, Specialist, Curriculum Research
Carl E, Pettersson, Project Director -

SUBJECT: - Summer- School Program Evaluation
Enclosed you will find coples of the quéstionnéife

that we have referred to in our contact with you pertaining
to-the evaluation of the summer school program., = *

-~ - .- Based upon figures submitted in your proposal,
students are enrolled in your district's summer school pro-
grem, - - - -student questionnalres-and parent ques-

tionnaires are enclosed to be distributed to "selscted",
students and parents, - Would you kindly distribute the
appropriate questionnaires on the following basis:

‘1, Randomly select students from the
. -~ - summer school students enrolled.® One-half of
_these. , students will answer only the student
questionnalire. The other half ( - students)
are asked to take a parent questionnaire home to
be completed by parents. An example 1s given to
-~ - -clarify this procedure. o e s

- Bxample: If your district were to have 200 students

enrolled in the summer school program
- and you were to receive a total of 10
student and 10 parent questionnaires,

*Even though you are randomly selecting students
whenever possible please attempt to have representatives from
both elementary and secondary levels, from various courses
offered, and from the different schools participating.




e b ot o e e o e

127

these questionnaires would be distri=-
buted as follows: First, identify every
tenth student enrolled to be a partici-
pant. Twenty students wonld thus be
identified, Second, every other student
of the twenty identified would fill

out a student questionnaire, Third, the
remaining alternate students would take
home a parent questionnaire for parent
completion,

2. Your quota of teacher auestlionnaires 1is
Please distribute these randomly according 7 Eo the
total staff involved in the summer school program
in a fashion similar to that described under #1,

‘ We are asking to have these questionnaires completed
before che end of the next to the last week of your summer
school operation, Please forward all questionnairses from
your district to Dr, Hyatt's office as soon as they are
collected from the respondents in order to permit early tabu-
lation of these results,

Your assistance 1is greatly appreclated.
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APPENDIX H

STATE OF UTAH
Department of Public Instruction
T. H. Beil, State Superintendent

223 State Capitol
Salt Lake City, Utah

ADMINISTRATIVE STANDARDS & PROCEDURES
FOR IMPLEMENTING STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
POL1CIES FOR
EXTENDED YEAR AND SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAMS
IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN UTAH

MARCH 1965
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Introduction and Purposes

The 1965 Legislature approbriated $800,000 .to be allo+
cated to school districts in Utah on thé basis éf a formula
to be promulgated by the State Board of Education. Testimony
before the Legislature by leaders in education and preliminary
discussion documents prepared for the purpose of introducing
the matter to the Legislature established the purposes of.the
legislation ass (1) extending instructional offerings and
summer school opportunities to students, and (2) making it
possible for local school districts to- employ selected teaéhers
for teaching and for instructional improvement activities:

"While it is generally conceded that service to students
must be. the over-riding purpose for summer school, it 1s -
recognized that service to students can.come about through:
(1) direct teaching-learning situations for students during
thexsummer ﬁohths, and (2) teachers' summer activities which .
are designed for the improvement of services to students
during "the regular school years,

- Direct teaehing-learning-situatioﬁs for students may

be accompilshed by‘providing,activities for students which
will extend learning opportunities and meet the néeds of
youngsters pot met during the regular school year program, -
Such activities could include: regular courses, enrichment
courses, make-up work, remedial and spacial education

classes, advanced or accelerated classes, field trips, summer




camps, and a variety of activities calculated to provide -
exploration and experimentation cpportunities as well ss
-depth and breadth in course work and special interest pro-
jects.

Summarvactivities for teachers, .other than those in
programé Involving studenps, could include:. preparing -
special materials for Instruction; writing curriculum
materials, study guides, and units for teaching; surveying
new 1nstruqtiona1 materlals and equipment; reviewing -evalua-
-tive procédures;.selecting'textbooks and other materials;
doing research; producing TV and radlo programs; preparing
tapes and -other audio-visual aids and devices; gaining new
insights into how children learn; and participating in
district sponsored in-service development programs 'in fields
related to -teaching assignments.

- Application for Program Approval . . -t

.- A- district shall make application for. funds and program
approval by submitting a plan to the -State  School  0ffice.
The plan shall be .based upon a sound educational:program for
students and the wise utilization of professional services-
of teachers and shall be in accordance with standards set
forth by the State Board of -Education.

. Application shall be made on forms. provided for that
purpose and shall be supplemented- by a written description

of the plan as-required in the instructions contained:on the
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forms.

" The forms' are meant only to provide a framework within
which local districts can plan their summer programs. -
Enough fléxibility can be expected to allow districts to meet
local neéds and conditions. Further, creativeness and imégi- :
nation in programming is encouraged.

‘Approval by the State School Office must be obtained .
prior to the beginning of the summer school session.

Plans for succeeding summer sessions must be submitted

not later than March 1 of the school year preceding the

summer in which the session is held.
‘Approval of plans submitted will be given by the State
School Office as soon as is practicable following‘ﬁhe}déte

" of feéeipt'of'the'application.

Allocation of Funds

_ad justed to actual final data,

Funds will be aliocated to local school districts on
the basis of $80.00 per distribution unit. The number of
distribution units to which a district is entitled will be
determined from its estimated data for the ensuing school
year accordingitO'the number of units cdntaingd iﬁ (1) special
school‘apprdvalg, and (2) regular elementary and secondary
school programs, including full time kiﬁdergaften{“Flnal
payment will be based upon actual performance and costs of

the approved program. The initial allocation will be




) If the aggregate number of distribution units for the
state multiplied by.$80.00 exceeds .$800,000,. then the amount
per distribution unit will .be a lesser amount prOrrated”
among the school districts. Where funds in excess of the
$80,00,per distribution unit are available the amquﬁ per
distribution unit shall be 1ncrea§ed_accord1ng1y.

In. the event districts do.not utilize the funds to
which they are entitled, by falling to receive program .
.approval or by fa;ling_xo,completq,thq proposed program,
funds will be.reallocated.to. the remaining districts upon
approval of an alternate, extepdgd? or additipnal p;ap_fpr
utilization of funds beyond.their regular entitlement.

Standards for Program Approval

The State School 0ffice will requiretthét the follow-
ing standards be met before approval of a program is given.
Districts should -also try to meet as many of the recommenda-
tions as is practicable, ‘ | »

A. Standard No. 1 - Teacher Certification and Selsction
.l.ﬁNo'tgachgr may teach during the summer months who.
does not hold a valid teaching cqrtificgtgtfor the
. position to which that teacher is assigned.
.. Recommendations - : |
l.. Secondary teachers should not teach outside -thelr
Lmajqr.f}qld_oﬁ_prepargtidn,,‘ -

2. Only those teachers who have had three, or more years




B.

C.

‘Standard No., 2 - Course of Study

1, ‘Districts should utilize counseling services to

" ‘Recommendations:

135

.- of successful teaching experience should be sélected.

3. Elementary teachers should teach the grade level to
which they are accustomsd. ,

i, Care should be given to the selection of the very

best qualified person available in terms of emotional

stability, past performance and instructiorial methods

for 'the particular course or class offered.

1. All instructional material used must be in harmony
with regular courses of study and study guides.

2, Textbooks selected must be from the state adopted
list,

Recommendations:

determine the best program to meet the needs of the
‘students being served.

2, Classes established should attempt to meet the needs
of students which have not been met during the regular
year. s

Standard No. 3 - Pupil-Teacher Ratio

1. Established pupil-teacher ratios for remedial

classes and speclal education classes willi'be: observed,

1, Districts should try to keep the pupll-teacher ratio

low in those classes which are held for the purpose
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of enrichment, advanced training, or acceleration.

- The pupil-teacher ratio for any class should not

exceed that which is the standard for the district

for the program durilng the regular school year. .

D. . Standard No. L - .Direct Teaching of Students

o
A N
f

B

i B8

- Where -the number of teachers employed for in-service

training. and curriculum development projects exceeds

the number employed for direct teaching of students

s+ districts are required to. justify the rationale of

- their program and explain in detail the benefits to

- .. -students to be .derived therefrom.

Recommendations:

1.

3.

The length of day for students should not be longer

-than: three hours. and those hours should be prior to

-noon time, - -

Where school districts.are able to limit.the student

day to three.hours, teachers should be offered the

- opportunity of other professional service work for

the balance of the day,

Students should not.be.permitted to enroll in more

--than two accelerated or-advanced classes,

Standard -No. .5 = -School-Calendar .

1.

i A

AP

Summer programs as defined herein must be.offered

fdufing:the peripdafromrJune.1wthrough,Septemb9r 1.

. iy S ;
Cowgt - \ 3 ;e I R /
1

gt g




F.

G.

. 137

Recommendations:

i;:‘School districts should ordinarily provide for summer
sessions for students for at least four ueeks;
Additional time is highly recommended.. ' .. .-

2, ' Scho6l administrators should base admittance to the
program on need snd on the commitment of the indi-
vidual student.,. Students who register are expected

' to be in attendance. |+ .-~ - o

Standard No. 6 - Costs to Students . .-

I. 'There shall be no tuition charge made to students

under this program. School districts ‘may ‘charge the
usual incidental fees :prescribed by policy for regu-

‘lar 'school students, : % i, e

‘Recommendations: = - CoTer e

1. School distrﬁdts‘are“encouragéd”to,keep’eosts to

students at a minimum,.

'Standard No.-7 - Supervision : = - . - ..

1. All summer school .classes shall be organized and

administered by the. duly constituted local- school

“authorities., - . ey

‘2., Salaries for superintendents'andfrogularly”omployed

~ full'time administrative personnel cannot be paid in

whole or in part from funds under this authorization.

"3.  Supervisopry personnel for classroom work and fop

- coordination of special teacher activities may be
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employed but payment for such supervision cannot
‘exceed a ratio of $9,00 for each approved distribu-
‘tion unit, S B

Recommendations:

1. School districts should provide for supervision of

all activities by qualified individuals.

. 2471t 1s expected that regular personnel already under

H.

I.

full employment will assume the major supervisory
roles thus leaving money free to finance student

rinstruetion and employment of greater numbers of

- - r:personnel,: .

Standard No. 8 - Record Keeping and Accounting’

1. School districts shall maintain'étrict accounting
records on all phases of the program in order to
assure accurate data for reports.

Recommendations:

1. Regular budget categories should be utilized for
spreading expenditures wherever possible.

Other General Recommendations:

1. Every effort should be made to establish programs

:for as 'many students as can profit thereby and which

can -be financed by allocations under this..act.

-2¢ "Roll béoks  and permanent record folders.should be

utilized to provide essential ‘data., Care should be

- taken to6 place pertinent data in each student's
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permanent record folder.

3. Each district should determine its policy regarding
eredit to be offered. Care should be taken to 1nform
students an@lpgrgntquf the pollicy prior to thpl‘
beginning‘pf the grqgggm%‘ Where credit 1s given it
should gehcﬁnsié;éht‘ﬁitﬁ requirements for éredit in

| f;“the regular program..ii ' AN

i, State funds providedhunder this program may be used

"Q;ﬁbrWﬁféﬁﬁﬁbgﬁgtipn;of;students if the district so
dggipésé ﬁquver,,disfricts should take care notJﬂglﬂ

‘spend excessive amounts on transportation to‘andA

from sgﬁBo} thus depriving students and teachers of =

needed programé. Other claims agalnst the state for

.trﬁﬂébortaﬁion during the regular summer session‘will

not be honored. * | |

5. 'Payment of ‘teachers' salaries should follow the
salary ‘schedule of the respective district.
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Name

Birthplace
‘Birthdate
. High Schoél

Technlical Training

V;':"’.‘.

Goliege

‘Degrees : ... ... . . .

‘:‘_Certifiqatesh;g'

Carl Emmanuel Psttersson

"Salt Lake City, Uteh
2 September 1920 | ‘

Cyprus High School

.- Magna, Utah

Salt Lake. Trade and Technical '
IngZitute, Salt Lake City, Uuah
195 e . :

... U,S. Naval Engineering School

Newr.rt, Rhode Island, 1945

r‘Latter-day Saint Business College

Salt Lake Clty, .Utah,. 1940

J’,:,University of Utah .
- 931t Lake City, Utah
... 1947~1951 .

> M,S.,. University of . Utah

Salt- Lake City, Utah, 1965

B, S., University of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utah, 1951

,,J.Engineering Certificate .
* 'Navy Department, Bureau of Naval

Personnel, Newport, Rhode Island
1945,

General Elementary Education
Certificate and Diploma
Unlversity of Utah

Salt Lake City, 1951

General Secondary Education
Certificate, University of Utah
Salt Lake Cilty, 1956

Utah School Administrator
dertificate, State of Utah, 1959
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Professional Positions. .

[

.

ey
o UL v

Professional’ Organizatiens

LR o,

,Publications‘

W
U.S. Naval Service '

Machinest Mate 1lst- ciass
. "Honorable Discharge, 1945

” Enéineering Division Petty Officer

U.S. Navy
" Operational and Supervisory

1945-1956

Plant CO-ordinator
‘Concentrator and Refinery System

. Kennecott Copper Corporation

1957

"ii Conference Leader
Kennecott Copper Corporation

1951-1953, 1955-1957

‘ Director, Management Center.

.Westminster College, . -
‘Salt Lake City, Utah," 1961- -
present o A

Teacher, Granger High School
Grarite-Scéheol District ‘
Granger, Uteh, 1958-present

Phi Delta Kappa .
Alpha Upsilon Chapter
University of Utah

. Salt Lake City, Utah -

National Education Association

.lkUteh Association of focial Studies
"Granite Education Association

“Snpervisory Development News Letter
-Kennecott Copper Corporation

Utah Copper Division

"Leader's Guides

Trade and Technical Education
Kennecott Copper Corporetion

Utah Copper Division




Civic Activities

Fand

State Senator, State of Utah
Legislature present
A. Chairman, Rules Committes
. B. Business & Commerce Committee
C. . Revenue & Taxatioh Committee
‘D. Judiclary Committee

'State Representative, Utah State
Legislature, 35th and 36th ses-

. sions

"-A. Chairman, Business-Commerce
.. Committee
B. Sifting Committee

.Co Education Committee

" D. Elections Committee

"E.. Industrial Expansion Commit-
"~ tee
F. Appropriation Committee

. President Oquirrh Stake - present

"‘Oquirrh Stake Presidency

"Latter-Day Saint Church
1958 1965 _

i,1Work Director

Pioneer Regional Welfare Staff
Latter-day Saint Church . .
1958 1963 ot IS

. . ‘Superintendent Stake Y.M.M.I.A.
"7 Oquirrh Stake

Latter-day Saint Church

4 1986-1958

Ppesident Bern District

. Bern, Switzerland
" Swiss-Austrian Mission

1954 -1955

. President-Thun Branch
" Thun, Switzerland

Swiss-Austrian

1954
Latter-day Saint Mission

Swisg-Austrian

1953-1955




Personal Wife: Ann Louilse Madill -
Children: ‘

Carl M., age 2l 3

Linda Ann, age 17 |

Charlene Judith, age 15




